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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Reverend Dr. Karl K. Stegall,
First United Methodist Church, Mont-
gomery, AL, offered the following pray-
er:

Almighty God, judge of all nations,
we offer Thee our heartfelt thanks
today for the good land which we have
inherited. We praise Thee for all of the
noble souls who in their day and gen-
eration did give themselves to the call
of liberty and freedom, counting their
own lives not dear, but giving all devo-
tion to establish a land in the fear of
the Lord. More especially today, we
pray for all Members of this House of
Representatives. Enlarge their vision,
increase their wisdom, and purify their
motives. Let them always remember
that they serve a public trust beyond
personal gain or glory. May they lead
us in the way of righteousness as they
acknowledge their dependence upon
Thee. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause I, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker's approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’'s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 266, nays
130, not voting 38, as follows:

[Roll No. 221]
YEAS—266

Abercrombie Bacchus Brooks
Ackerman Barnard Broomfield
Anderson Bateman Browder
Andrews (ME) Beilenson Brown
Andrews (NJ) Bennett Bruce
Andrews (TX) Berman Bryant
Annunzio Bevill Bustamante
Anthony Bilbray Byron
Applegate Blackwell Campbell (CO)
Archer Borski Cardin
Aspin Boucher Carper
Atkins Boxer Carr
AuCoin Brewster Chapman

Clement
Clinger
Coleman (TX)
Collins (IL)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Cox (IL)
Coyne
Cramer
Darden

de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dooley
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Dreier
Durbin
Dwyer
Early
Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
English
Erdreich
Espy

Evans
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Fish
Foglietta
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Harris
Hatcher
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Horn
Horton
Houghton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Jefferson
Jenkins

Allard
Allen
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett
Barton

Johnson (SD) Peterson (FL)
Johnson (TX) Peterson (MN)
Johnston Petri
Jones (NC) Pickett
Jontz Pickle
Kanjorski Poshard
Eaptur Price
Kasich Rahall
Kennedy Rangel
Kennelly Ravenel
Kildee Reed
Kleczka Richardson
Kopetski Rinaldo
Kostmayer Ritter
Kyl Roe
LaFalce Roemer
Lancaster Rose
Lantos Rostenkowski
LaRocco Rowland
Laughlin Roybal
Lehman (CA) Russo
Lehman (FL) Sabo
Levin (MI) Sangmeister
Levine (CA) Sarpalius
Lewis (GA) Sawyer
Lipinski Scheuer
Living hul
Lloyd Sharp
Long Shaw
Lowey (NY) Sisisky
Luken Bkaggs
Manton Skeen
Markey Skelton
Martinez Slattery
Matsui Slaughter
Mavroules Smith (FL)
Mazzoli Smith (IA)
McCurdy Smith (NJ)
McDermott Snowe
McHugh Solarz
McMillen (MD) Spratt
Miller (CA) Staggers
Mineta Stallings
Mink Stark
Moakley Stenholm
Mollohan Stokes
Montgomery Studds
Moody Swett
Moran Bwift
Morrison Synar
Mrazek Tallon
Murtha Tanner
Myers Tauzin
Natcher Taylor (MS)
Neal (MA) Thornton
Nichols Torres
Nowak Torricelli
Oakar Towns
Oberstar Traficant
Obey Unsoeld
Olin Valentine
Olver Vander Jagt
Ortiz Vento
Orton Visclosky
Owens (NY) Volkmer
Owens (UT) Waters
Packard Waxman
Pallone Williams
Panetta Wilson
Parker Wise
Patterson Wolpe
Payne (NJ) Wyden
Payne (VA) Wylie
Pease Yates
Pelosi Yatron
Perkins

NAYS—130
Bentley Burton
Bereuter Callahan
Bilirakis Camp
Bliley Campbell (CA)
Boehlert Chandler
Boehner Clay
Bunning Caoble
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Coleman (MO) Klug Rogers
Cox (CA) Kolbe Rohrabacher
Crane Lagomarsino Ros-Lehtinen
Cunningham Leach Roth
Dannemeyer Lent Roukema
DelLay Lewis (CA) Santorum
Dickinson Lewis (FL) Saxton
Doolittle Lightfoot Schaefer
Dornan (CA) Lowery (CA) Schiff
Duncan Machtley Schroeder
Emerson Marlenee Sensenbrenner
Ewing Martin Shays
Fawell MeCandless Shuster
Fields MeCollum Sikorski
Franks (CT) McDade Smith (OR)
Gallegly McEwen Smith (TX)
Gallo McMillan (NC) Solomon
Gekas Meyers Spence
Gilchrest Michel Stearns
Gingrich Miller (OH) Stump
Goodling Miller (WA) Sundquist
Goss Molinari Taylor (NC)
Gradison Moorhead Thomas (CA)
Grandy Murphy Thomas (WY)
Hancock Nussle Upton
Hastert Oxley Vucanovich
Hefley Paxon Walker
Henry Penny Walsh
Herger Porter Weber
Hobson Pursell Weldon
Holloway Quillen Wolf
Hopkins Ramstad Young (AK)
Inhofe Regula Young (FL}
Ireland Rhodes Zeliff
Jacobs Ridge Zimmer
James Riggs
Johnson (CT) Roberts

NOT VOTING—38
Alexander Hefner Pastor
Bonior Hertel Ray
Cellins (MI) Hunter Sanders
Coughlin Jones (GA) Savage
Davis Kolter Schumer
Dymally MceCloskey Serrano
Edwards (OK) McCrery Thomas (GA)
Engel MeGrath Traxler
Flake MecNulty Washington
Ford (MI) Mfume Weiss
Gaydos Morella Wheat
Gillmor Nagle Whitten
Hansen Neal (NC)
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So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. DANNEMEYER led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

WELCOME OF DR. KARL K.
STEGALL

(Mr. DICKINSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks).

OThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., (11407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. Speaker, it is
my special privilege to welcome to this
House a very dear friend and an unwav-
ering source of personal inspiration,
the Reverend Karl K. Stegall—pastor of
the First United Methodist Church of
Montgomery, AL.

Through the years, my wife and I
have been touched by Karl’s dedication
to the Lord and his compassion to aid
his fellow man. This dedication is cer-
tainly evidenced by his exemplary
record of charitable and volunteer serv-
ice.

An outstanding member of the clergy
in Alabama, Karl has played an active
role in many local community service
organizations, including leadership po-
sitions with the Family Guidance Cen-
ter, the Montgomery Habitat for Hu-
manity, the Montgomery Area Council
on Aging, and the Montgomery United
Way.

He was a member of Leadership
Montgomery's Class of 1991, and has
served as past president of the Mont-
gomery Ministerial Union.

Equally impressive has been his par-
ticipation in church affairs, including
serving as a delegate to the World
Methodist Council in 1982; treasurer of
United Methodist Communications;
and, contributing articles for the Upper
Room, the Christian Advocate, and
other publications.

Karl sits on the advisory board of
Huntingdon College in Montgomery,
and has served on the board of trustees
of Birmingham Southern College.

A native of Sumter County, AL, and
a recipient of educational degrees from
the University of Alabama, Auburn
University, Emory University, and Bir-
mingham Southern College, Dr. Karl
Stegall is a clear reflection of Chris-
tian wisdom.

I know that I am joined by the entire
House in expressing gratitude for his
insightful message this morning.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills, a joint resolution,
and concurrent resolution of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 2818. An act to designate the Federal
building located at 78 Center Street in Pitts-
field, MA; as the *“Silvio 0. Conte Federal
Building"', and for other purposes;

H.R. 3041. An act to designate the Federal
building located at 1520 Market Street, St.
Louis, MO, as the “L. Douglas Abram Fed-
eral Building’’;

H.R. 3711. An act to authorize grants to be
made to State programs designed to provide
resources to persons who are nutritionally at
risk in the form of fresh nutritious unpre-
pared foods, and for other purposes;

H.R. 4548. An act to authorize contribu-
tions to U.N. peacekeeping activities;

H.J. Res. 509. Joint resolution to extend
through September 30, 1992, the period in
which there remains available for obligation
certain amounts appropriated for the Bureau
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of Indian Affairs for the school operations
costs of Bureau-funded schools; and

H. Con. Res. 331. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol grounds for
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill, joint resolu-
tions, and a concurrent resolution of
the following titles, in which the con-
currence of the House is requested:

S. 1623. An act to amend title 17, United
States Code, to implement a royalty pay-
ment system and a serial copy management
system for digital audio recording, to pro-
hibit certain copyright infringement actions,
and for other purposes;

S.J. Res. 221. Joint resolution providing for
the appointment of Hanna Holborn Gray as a
citizen regent of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion;

S.J. Res. 259. Joint resolution providing for
the appointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr., as
a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution,

8.J. Res. 275. Joint resolution providing for
the appointment of Wesley Samuel Williams,
Jr., as a citizen regent of Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution; and

S. Con. Res. 112. Concurrent resolution to
authorize printing of *“‘Thomas Jefferson's
Manual of Parliamentary Practice,” as pre-
pared by the Office of the Secretary of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the Sen-
ate had passed with amendments in which
the concurrence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 5260. An act to extend the emergency
unemployment compensation program, to re-
vise the trigger provisions contained in the
extended unemployment compensation pro-
gram, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 5260), “*‘An act to extend
the emergency unemployment com-
pensation program, to revise the trig-
ger provisions contained in the ex-
tended unemployment compensation
program, and for other purposes,’’ and
requests a conference with the House
on the disagreeing wvotes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
BENTSEN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BAUCUS,
Mr. PACKWOOD, and Mr. DOLE, to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 23, 1992.
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY,
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in clause 5 of rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, I
have the honor to transmit a sealed envelope
received from the White House at 6:55 p.m.
on Tuesday, June 23, 1992, and said to con-
tain H.R. 2507, the ‘“National Institutes of
Health Revitalization Amendments of 1992,
and a veto message thereon.

With great respect, I am

Sincerely yours,
DONNALD K. ANDERSON,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

16043

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HEALTH REVITALIZATION
AMENDMENTS OF 1992—VETO

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 102-349)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following veto message from the
President of the United States:

To the House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith without my
approval H.R. 2507, the ‘‘National Insti-
tutes of Health Revitalization Amend-
ments of 1992, which would extend and
amend biomedical research authorities
of the National Institutes of Health
(NIH).

Before discussing the flaws of H.R.
2507, I must clarify two misperceptions.
First, H.R. 2507 is not necessary to as-
sure that Federal spending continue for
biomedical research, or for research re-
lated to any disease, disorder, or condi-
tion. Second, H.R. 2507 is not necessary
to increase support for research tar-
geted at women's health needs. Great
progress is being made in the area of
women's health under the valued lead-
ership of the first female director of
the NIH.

H.R. 2507 is unacceptable to me on al-
most every ground: ethical, fiscal, ad-
ministrative, philosophical, and legal. I
repeatedly warned the Congress of this
at each stage of the legislative process.
The bill's provisions permitting the use
of tissue from induced abortions for
federally funded transplantation re-
search involving human subjects are
inconsistent with our Nation's deeply
held beliefs. Moreover, it is clear that
this legislation would be counter-
productive to the attainment of our
Nation's health research objectives.

H.R. 2507 is objectionable because it
would lift the current moratorium on
the use of Federal funds for fetal tissue
transplantation research where the tis-
sue is obtained from induced abortions.
Let it be clear: This is not a morato-
rium on research. It is only a morato-
rium on the use of one source of tissue
for that research. I believe this mora-
torium is important in order to prevent
taxpayer funds from being used for re-
search that many Americans find mor-
ally repugnant and because of its po-
tential for promoting and
legitimatizing abortion.

My Administration is strongly com-
mitted to pursuing research to find
cures and treatments for such disorders
as Parkinson's disease, diabetes, and
Alzheimer's disease that have been
held out as areas where fetal tissue re-
search might be pursued. Fetal tissue
transplantation research relating to
these disorders can proceed without re-
lying on tissue from induced abortions.
Medical experts at the Department of
Health and Human Services have as-
sured me that ectopic pregnancies and
spontaneous abortions provide suffi-
cient and suitable tissue to meet an-
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ticipated research needs. Therefore, on
May 19, 1992, I issued an Executive
order establishing a fetal tissue bank
that will collect tissue from these
sources so as to meet the needs of the
research community. The bank will
provide tissue directly to scientists for
their research. This approval truly rep-
resents the pro-research and ethical al-
ternative that will allow this research
to go forward without relying on a
source of tissue that many find to be
morally objectionable.

H.R. 2507 also contains fiscally irre-
sponsible authorization levels. The
total cost of the provisions in this leg-
islation could exceed the FY 1993 Budg-
et I presented to the Congress by $3.2
billion. It is exceedingly unlikely, if
not impossible, that the Congress can
fund the programs contained in H.R.
2507 while complying with the require-
ments of the Budget Enforcement Act.
That being the case, the expectations
that this bill will create are unreason-
able. Those who suffer from the many
diseases and disorders that are the sub-
ject of this unrealistic legislation will
be sadly disappointed.

H.R. 2507 is also objectionable be-
cause its provisions regarding the ap-
pointment of “‘Ethics Advisory Boards™
are inconsistent with the Appoint-
ments Clause of the Constitution. H.R.
2507 would effectively give these boards
unilateral authority to make decisions
concerning major research initiatives.
As a policy matter, these decisions
should be made by the President’s chief
officer on health issues: The Secretary
of Health and Human Services. More
fundamentally, however, the Appoint-
ments Clause requires that officers
vested with this type of power be ap-
pointed by the President by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate.
Instead, H.R. 2507 provides that they
are to be appointed by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services and then
purports to circumscribe the discretion
of the appointing authority by impos-
ing various requirements concerning
the boards’ composition. H.R. 2507's
provisions regarding the Scientific and
Technical Board on Biomedical and Be-
havioral Research Facilities and the
Office of Research on Women's Health
likewise raise Appointments Clause
problems.

In addition, H.R. 2057 contains re-
porting requirements that impair the
separation of powers. For example, the
bill would require the Director of the
National Cancer Institute to submit to
specified committees of the Congress
the original plan, and any revisions to
that plan, regarding certain cancer re-
search. This requirement to submit to
the Congress what is in essence a draft
plan without the prior review and ap-
proval of the executive branch clearly
interferes with the deliberative process
of the executive branch. The internal
workings of the executive branch
should be just that—internal. To re-
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quire the executive branch to display
each step in its deliberative process to
the Congress would destroy my ability
to speak as the single voice of a uni-
tary executive.

I am also troubled by the increas-
ingly frequent imposition of reporting
requirements. H.R. 2507 imposes a sig-
nificant number of new reporting re-
quirements on an executive branch
that already suffers under the burden
of literally thousands of such require-
ments. Last October, I noted that
“taken together such reports put a
heavy burden on the reporting agencies
at a time of scarce resources.” Thus, I
called for “an effort to minimize re-
porting requirements, both in terms of
the number and frequency of reports
that must be submitted, as well as the
level of detail required,” Bills such as
H.R. 2507 move us in the opposite direc-
tion.

For these reasons, I am returning
H.R. 2507 without my approval, and I
ask the Congress to adopt a simple ex-
tension of those appropriations author-
izations for the National Institutes of
Health that need to be extended.

GEORGE BUSH.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 23, 1992.
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The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal, and the message and bill
will be printed as a House document.

The gquestion is, Will the House, on
reconsideration, pass the bill, the ob-
jections of the President to the con-
trary notwithstanding?

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN] for 1
hour.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker,
under the customary operations of the
House, I yield half of that time to the
gentleman from California [Mr. DANNE-
MEYER].

Madam Speaker, I yield myself 3
minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MINK). The gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN] is recognized for 3 min-
utes.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
want to be brief, because there are
many Members who want to speak on
this question.

This legislation is about many
things. It is about creating a new pro-
gram for breast cancer research, the
disease that will strike 1 out of 9 Amer-
ican women and will kill 40,000 Amer-
ican women this year. It is about creat-
ing a new program for prostate cancer
research, the leading cause of cancer in
men and the second leading cause of
cancer deaths in men. It is about ex-
tending programs in heart research,
the No. 1 cause of death in the United
States. It is about research on aging,
on children’s vaccines, on osteoporosis,
on AIDS, on infertility, on ovarian can-
cer. It is about the health of America.
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But the major point of debate in this
bill is the provision regarding fetal-tis-
sue transplantation research. This re-
search is promising for treatment of
Parkinson's disease, Alzheimer’s, dia-
betes, spinal cord injury, genetic dis-
eases, and even birth defects.

The bill would reverse the ban that
has been placed on Federal funding for
such research. It would implement the
safeguards recommended by the
Reagan-appointed review panel, and it
would prohibit the sale of fetal tissue
and prohibit the donation of tissue for
a specific person.

This is not about whether abortion is
legal or not. It is about what happens
after an abortion, whether the tissue
from an abortion may be used to save
another life or simply thrown away.

This bill will not cause more abor-
tions. Women simply do not have abor-
tions in order to donate to research.
There is no evidence of it after 4%
years of debate and our review of other
research projects around the world.

The President vetoed this bill. He
said it is not necessary to increase sup-
port for research targeted at women's
health needs. He said those needs are
already being met. But the fact is no
research initiatives in this area were
ever begun before this legislation. He
said that fetal tissue transplantation
research is inconsistent with our Na-
tion's deeply held beliefs. Well, our Na-
tion deeply believes that we should not
ignore those people who have Parkin-
son’s and diabetes and Alzheimer's—
diseases that may be cured if we allow
this research to go forward.

The President of the United States
says that research that we are propos-
ing go forward is morally repugnant to
many Americans. Well, I find it mor-
ally repugnant to tell people with these
dreaded diseases that finding a cure for
those diseases may be too controversial
and it is better to take the tissue of
fetuses and throw them in the trash.

Madam Speaker, we are going to
have a discussion of this issue, and I
hope at the end we will pass this bill
notwithstanding the President’s veto.

This is research, and we should sup-
port research and not follow the short-
sighted politics that the President has
sought to pursue.

Madam Speaker, 1 reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Madam Speaker, this bill grew like
Topsy. When it left the House, it au-
thorized some $4.3 billion. When it
came back from the conference what
do you know, $7.3 billion, $3 billion
over the President’s request for fiscal
year 1993.

If we want to know why spending is
out of control, this is a prime example.

I really do not understand what the
motivation is behind expanding the
regulation that now exists regarding
fetal tissue, because the regulation
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that the administration now supports,
which I support, permits tissue from
ectopic and spontaneous abortions to
be used for research purposes.

Dr. Mason, the head of the U.S. Pub-
lic Health Service, recently, in an ex-
cellent op-ed piece, on the fetal-tissue
bank, pointed out that from these two
sources we can receive tissue from
some 100,000 ectopic pregnancies and
750,000 spontaneous abortions. We have
500 samples of tissue from the ectopic
and 1,500 from spontaneous, a total of
2,000 sources of tissue that can be used
for research.

Dr. Mason says that this quantity is
sufficient to satisfy the needs of re-
search as presently planned or con-
templated, because in the last 30 years
they have had 60 experimental fetal-
tissue transplants to humans. In other
words, the available supply from these
two sources is sufficient to meet the
need that has existed for the purpose of
eliminating or finding cures for now in-
curable diseases.

There is no need to have the avail-
ability of tissue from induced abor-
tions, and the rationale for that is, I
think, supplied by the quote from a
person today that supports the whole
concept of abortion on demand, a femi-
nist by definition, when she said:

There is a tendency of reproductive tech-
nologies in which women become the re-
sources whose bodies are mined for scientific
gold, whose body becomes raw material. We
are also concerned that women themselves
do not become handmaidens for medical pro-
cedure transplants.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER].
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
the women of America have been dealt
a harsh blow. When the President ve-
toed the NIH reauthorization bill yes-
terday, he as much as admitted his ad-
ministration’s indifference to the life
and death issues which plague women.

To the grieving daughter who won-
ders if she will soon develop breast can-
cer because the disease just claimed
the life of her mother, the President’'s
veto says, “‘I don’t care.”

To the young woman dying of ovar-
ian cancer who might have the hope of
living if only scientists knew how to
detect the cancer in its earliest stages,
the President’s veto says, “I don’t
cm.‘!

The Director of NIH, Dr. Bernadine
Healy herself, used to say: ‘‘Women’s
health [at NIH] has always taken a
back seat.” Well, today we women who
thought we would venture to take a
step forward were put back in our
place. The administration says wom-
en’s health research is unnecessary.
They prefer to focus their energies and
their rhetoric on some ambiguous no-
tion of family values; but when are
they going to realize that American
women are at the heart of every Amer-
ican family?
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When are they going to realize that a
healthy family needs a healthy mother,
healthy sisters, and healthy daughters?
And, how long must American
women—whose very own tax dollars
pay for the health research undertaken
by NIH—wait for the administration to
wake up and pay attention to the
health issues they care about?

We will wait no longer. Too many
women's lives have been cut short. I
will vote today to override the Presi-
dent’s veto of the NIH reauthorization.
I hope my colleagues will listen to the
pleas of the women they represent and
join me in this vote to reaffirm the pri-
ority of women’s health in this coun-
try. America’s women will be watching
and will hold us to account.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to my colleague,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam
Speaker, Dr. C. Everett Koop, the high-
ly distinguished former Surgeon Gen-
eral, fully concurs with, supports and
endorses the President’s decision to es-
tablish a fetal-tissue bank to test the
efficacy of such research and to do it in
an ethical way.

To the best of my knowledge, there is
a clear consensus that the President's
fetal-tissue bank raises no ethical con-
cerns whatsoever.

On the other hand, the research on
unborn babies authorized in the NIH
bill raises serious moral and ethical is-
sues that cannot be ignored or brushed
aside.

Sadly, in the legislation rightly ve-
toed by the President, unborn children
are dehumanized, victimized, and ma-
ligned. These vulnerable and helpless
victims are reduced to the status of
guinea pig, of property to be exploited
for their organs and brain tissue. To
say that these babies are not treated
with respect or dignity would be the
understatement of the year.

Let me again remind Members that if
this flawed legislation becomes law, a
close collaborative relationship be-
tween abortion mills and the research
community would be established. Abor-
tionists who make money by cruelly
cutting and dismembering healthy
baby girls and boys would now find ad-
ditional rationalization for plying
their deadly craft. Establishing a feder-
ally subsidized program whereby baby
brains and other body parts obtained in
this way are provided to researchers,
makes researchers—and us—acces-
sories to acts of medical child abuse.
There is little doubt that Federal fund-
ing would serve to both legitimize and
facilitate this unethical practice.

If you want to get a clear picture of
what a vote to override the veto will
subsidize with taxpayers funds, con-
sider this account of fetal brain tissue
extraction, the brave new world em-
braced by this legislation, from the
June 1989 issue of Archives of Neurol-
0gYy:
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Two methods to collect fetal material were
used. With the first method, a plastic
cannula connected to a 60 ml syringe was in-
serted into the uterus. Under ultrasound
guidance, the opening of the cannula was di-
rected to the fetal head. Suction was applied,
and the fetus was slowly aspirated and frag-
mented into the cannula. Alternatively, a
similar low-pressure vacuum aspiration
technique (regulated by a vacuum pump),
but without ultrasound guidance and using a
metal cannula, was employed.

You may be shocked to learn that
one member of the research team that
conducted these hideous brain stealing
experiments included one of the NIH
Advisory Board panelists, Dr. Barry
Hoffer of the University of Colorado,
who was among those who voted to
overturn the administration's morato-
rium on fetal tissue research from in-
duced abortion.

It is outrageous that ultrasound im-
aging—a marvelous diagnostic tool
used to detect certain anomalies in un-
born kids and to measure fetal
growth—is being misused to discover
the whereabouts of a baby's brain in
order to destroy the baby in a way that
is most likely to yield usable baby
brain tissue.

If you think this kind of cruel re-
search is ethical, applying suction to
the skulls of helpless infants—your
vote is to overturn the President's
veto.

But it seems to me that we would not
treat our pet dog or cat with the same
cruelty, indifference, irreverence and
insensitivity afforded unborn children
in this legislation.

Let me note, Madam Speaker, that
the issue today that Members are ob-
jecting to is not women's health- or
cancer-related research. To tangibly
underscore my commitment to cancer
research, I have introduced H.R. 5340.
H.R. 5340 would provide $2.2 billion for
cancer research with $325 million for
breast cancer research, and $75 million
for ovarian and cervical cancers. The
legislation has already been cospon-
sored by 33 Members of Congress.

I deeply regret that abortion has
been inappropriately included in the
NIH reauthorization bill and hope that
Members will again vote against the
legislation and uphold the President’s
veto. We can then move on worthwhile
legislation to authorize important
funding for the NIH and cancer-related
research.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN], an important
member of the subcommittee.

Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time.

Madam Speaker, when so many
American families are being battered
by Alzheimer’s, Parkinson's, and diabe-
tes, it is wrong to take their chance for
a better life by voting to protect this
veto.

The issue is not primarily one of a
shortage of tissue, as our colleague, the
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gentleman from California [Mr. DANNE-
MEYER] has said. The issue is Federal
funding and the evidence shows that if
the Federal Government does not fund
this research, it just will not get done.
The Federal ban on transplantation re-
search has had a chilling effect on all
research in this country, even that
done with private dollars.

I met on Saturday in Portland with
representatives of the Alzheimer’s As-
sociation, the Parkinson’s Society, and
others. They talked passionately about
the need to this veto. They made it
clear to me that we have a choice. We
can go with an undocumented,
unproven theory, that fetal transplant
research might promote abortions, or
we can vote to override and support
proven, documented evidence that this
research can help save lives.

Vote to override.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to my colleague,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLI-

LEY].

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the President's
veto of the conference report on H.R.
2507, the National Institutes of Health
Revitalization Amendments of 1992.
The bill is seriously flawed in every re-
spect and is irresponsible from a fiscal
and management viewpoint.

Madam Speaker, I have four reasons
for supporting the President’s veto on
this bill. Individually, each of these
reasons is compelling; the combination
of all four is overwhelming.

First and foremost, the conference
report represents deficit spending at its
worst. It authorizes spending of an es-
timated $3 billion above the President’s
fiscal year 1993 budget request and the
House passed bill. We need to remem-
ber that when the House originally
passed the bill it cost $4.3 billion; the
conference report then upped the ante
to $7.3 billion. Members who voted for
the balanced budget amendment, as
well as those who pledged to find alter-
native means of addressing the deficit,
cannot possibly vote to override the
President’s veto in good conscience.

Second, the conference report in-
cludes provisions that five individ-
uals—who are accountable to no one—
unprecedented power over the HHS
Secretary. The Secretary is required to
appoint an ethics advisory board com-
prised of private citizens whenever he
declines to fund research on ethical
grounds. The decision of these individ-
uals could then overrule objections by
the Secretary and the President. Thus,
these new boards would have unilateral
authority to make important decisions
concerning major research initiatives.
While this provision is usually dis-
cussed in the context of fetal trans-
plantation, it has much wider implica-
tions—a point which has tended to get
lost in the emotion of this debate. This
provision clearly violates the appoint-
ments clause of the Constitution. It is
blatantly unconstitutional.
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Third, the conference report is
weighed down with a new construction
program for universities authorizing
spending of $100 million. This is not
new money; it will have to come out of
exiting research dollars—in real terms
it will mean the loss of 400 research
grants per year. This $100 million is in
addition to the $1 billion in indirect
costs for the maintenance, renovation,
and replacement of university owned
facilities that the Federal Government
already pays.

Finally, H.R. 2507 authorizes the NIH
to purchase 300 acres of land in the
State of Maryland for a satellite cam-
pus. This provision is pork barrel, plain
and simple. It was never the subject of
hearings or any type of serious scru-
tiny. The administration letter cor-
rectly points out that this provision
confers special benefits to a single geo-
graphic location.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting to sustain the President’s deter-
mination that this bill represents bad
policy, inappropriate scientific judg-
ment, and total fiscal irresponsibility.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yvield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHEUER], a member of
our subcommittee.

Mr. SCHEUER. Madam Speaker, the
President’'s veto of the NIH Revitaliza-
tion Act is a tragic abuse of his veto
power. Here is a President, acting on
behalf of a tiny, adamant minority,
who vetoes literally life-giving legisla-
tion for ideological reasons.

The central issue of this bill is the
lifting of the ban on federally funded
research on fetal tissue transplants. It
has been seized upon by a small num-
ber of those in the pro-life community
who are not satisfied with banning the
use of Federal funds to pay for abor-
tions for poor women, for family coun-
seling by U.S. physicians, or for provid-
ing population planning assistance to
developing countries around the world.

Madam Speaker, fetal tissue trans-
plant research should have nothing to
do with the abortion debate. It has to
do with saving the lives of tens of mil-
lions of people.

The fetal tissue issue touches almost
everybody, because all of us know
someone who could be cured by the
miracle of transplanting this regenera-
tive tissue, which is otherwise dis-
carded, into living human beings.

I have a 24-year-old staff member
who's mother is stricken with Parkin-
son's disease. This morning, when he
heard of the veto, he told me:

You know, my Mom has had Parkinson's
for 17 years. Her one hope these last few
years has been for progress in fetal tissue
transplant research. But the last two Presi-
dents have made it a political issue, holding
her hostage to the abortion debate while her
chances of responding to such a transplant
grow dimmer and dimmer. How can the
President play ideology on an issue that is
not a question of right or wrong but one of
life and death?
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H.R. 2507 also requires that women
and minorities be included in clinical
research studies. History has repeat-
edly shown that women have been
treated as second-class citizens in busi-
ness, education, and social relations.
Health care has proven to be no excep-
tion.

Studies of the treatment of heart dis-
ease have revealed that women are
treated less aggressively than men and
there is very little data available on
the effectiveness of heart disease treat-
ment on women.

Under H.R. 2507, researchers will no
longer assume that women are just like
men, and will begin to examine the dif-
ferences in the treatment of disease
that ultimately will expand the knowl-
edge necessary to extend the lives of
women in this country.

This bill would authorize $400 million
for research on breast and ovarian can-
cers, as well as $30 million for State
cancer registries. The President’s budg-
et provides absolutely no money for re-
search on these types of cancers.

By vetoing this bill, the President is
saying that women are not worth the
hassle or the expense to be saved from
life threatening diseases. He is telling
the tens of millions of citizens suffer-
ing from the ravages of Parkinson’'s
and Alzheimer’s that they must con-
tinue suffering. He is sending a fright-
ful message to this country, and the
House must take the initiative to pre-
vent this flawed decisionmaking to be-
come a death warrant for millions of
people of this Nation.

Madam Speaker, for the sake of ev-
eryone who could benefit from H.R.
2507, I urge my colleagues to override
this veto. It's truly a pro-life vote that,
whatever you may think about abor-
tion, is a worthy one to cast.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to my colleague,
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING-
RICH].
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Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Madam Speaker, I want to say cat-
egorically that there should be no dis-
crimination against women and mi-
norities with respect to inclusion in
clinical research studies. This is cer-
tainly the Bush administration’s posi-
tion. Dr. Bernadine Healy, the Director
of the National Institutes of Health,
created the women’s health initiative
at NIH. This study is one of the largest
and most ambitious studies of specific
health problems facing women ever at-
tempted.

However, as Dr. Healy stated in a let-
ter section 131 of this conference report
would have grave implications for this
clinical study. Why? Because the con-
ference report creates a Federal man-
date for a quota system of minorities
and women as subjects in clinical stud-
ies at the NIH. This legislation re-
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quires that women and members of mi-
nority groups be included in all clinical
research projects. The statute specifi-
cally states that the additional, and
possibly prohibitive costs, of including
minorities and women in a research
project cannot be a permissible consid-
eration for exclusion of these individ-
uals from a study.

In addition, the statute specifically
dictates to the highly trained scientific
researcher the type of methodology
and statistical analysis he or she
should use in designing the study. The
legislation mandates that every project
is designed and carried out in a manner
that provides for a valid statistical
analysis of whether the variables being
tested in the study affect women and
members of minority groups dif-
ferently than other subjects. This
would have the effect of multiplying
the sample size and cost for any given
clinical study by a factor of at least 5
to 10, depending upon the study. I am
sure that our world class biomedical
scientists will be shocked to learn that
Congress is now directly interfering
with the design and analysis of their
complicated research projects.

Take a look at how this mandate is
going to affect research in the real
world. Biostatisticians at the NIH were
asked to look at how the quota require-
ment of this legislation would affect
the women'’s health initiative.

Madam Speaker, I want to place in
the RECORD the letters from Dr. Healy,
Dr. Sullivan, and from Dr. Harlan and
Dr. Pinn, with a set of charts to which
I will refer.

[Slides not
RECORD]

This first board shows the current
study design of the women's health ini-
tiative. The dietary intervention trial
in postmenopausal women has a sample
case of 48,000 women. This study is de-
termining whether a low fat diet re-
duces the incidence of breast and colon
cancer in postmenopausal women.
Women are randomly assigned to a
control group or an experimental group
where they receive special dietary
counseling concerning fat consump-
tion. The sample size of 48,000 assures
that statistical differences between the
groups can be detected. The cost of this
study is $26 million per year.

Here is what biostatisticians at the
Center for Disease Prevention and the
Office of Research on Women's Health
at NIH have determined the study
would look like under the quota re-
quirement of this legislation. To meet
the minority mandate of statistically
valid samples we now have five ethnic
groups, each of 48,000 women. The stat-
isticians have determined that the
total sample size would have to be
240,000 for a cost of $130 million per
year.

Let me repeat that—this study would
cost $130 million—five times the
amount of the current study. And the

reproducible in the
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sample size 240,000 would make it one
of the largest clinical studies of all
time. And since the bill says that cost
cannot be a consideration in determin-
ing the research design. NIH will be
forced to accept this result. As a re-
sult, significantly fewer research stud-
ies will be funded. In fact, if this study
was conducted under the requirements
of this act, the annual cost of this sin-
gle study would greatly exceed the
total 10-year cost of the entire women'’s
health initiative.

Let me quote from a letter from Dr.
Bernadine Healy, to Secretary Sulli-
van, concerning the effect of this re-
search mandate on the women’s health
initiative.

I strongly endorse the need for representa-
tion of women and minorities in clinical re-
search. * * * However, the requirement em-
bodied in H.R. 2507 would have grave implica-
tions for clinical research.

The mandatory design of all NIH clinical
trials to include representative populations
for each ethnic group will greatly limit our
ability to conduct the large number of clini-
cal studies on many different diseases and
necessitate the conduct of only a few very
large trials on a smaller number of diseases.

Finally, I would like to quote from a
letter I received from Secretary Sulli-
van concerning this provision:

Of critical concern is section 131 of this
bill, which—while well intentioned—is unac-
ceptable and unworkable on scientific
grounds * * * Such an inflexible requirement
could in fact jeopardize the initiation of NIH
clinical trials, including the very trials that
would provide data relevant to women's
health.

This one example demonstrates that
this provision of the legislation, while
well intentioned, is totally unrealistic
in the real world. The bottom line ef-
fect of this provision is that biomedical
research will be stifled—under current
law five studies could be conducted for
the price of one under the conference
report. Mr. Speaker, this alone is rea-
son enough to sustain the President’s
veto of the conference report.

The material referred to is as follows:

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE,
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
Bethesda, MD, May 28, 1992.
Hon. Louts W. SULLIVAN,
Secretary of Health and Human Services, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY SULLIVAN: 1 am writing
to alert you to the impact on clinical re-
search that would occur if the Clinical Re-
search Equity Act contained in Title 1, Sub-
title B of H.R. 2507, the National Institutes
of Health (NIH) Revitalization Amendments
of 1992 was enacted.

As you know, I strongly endorse the need
for representation of women and minorities
in clinical research. 1 believe that the NIH is
making great strides to insure their appro-
priate inclusion. However, the requirement
embodied in H.R. 2507 would have grave im-
plications for clinical research. It specifies
that, ‘‘the NIH Director shall ensure that the
project is designed and carried out in a man-
ner sufficient to provide a valid analysis of
whether the variables being tested in the re-
search affect women or minorities dif-
ferently than other research subjects.” This
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would have the effect of multiplying the
sample size for any given group by a factor
of at least 5 to 10, depending upon the study.
A clinical study comprising both men and
women would need an approximate tenfold
increase in size to test for differential affects
by gender and ethnicity.

This requirement would affect the design
of all clinical studies despite the fact that no
important differences in effect across race/
ethnic groups are expected for most clinical
questions. Where differences would have
been expected, the study design including
sample size would be altered to provide for
reliable group analysis. Paradoxically, the
excessive costs this Act demands could ham-
per planned investigations of racial/ethnic
differences that have already been identified.

For example, the Dietary Intervention
Trial of the Women's Health Initiative al-
ready requires the inclusion of 48,000 women
at a cost of $26 million a year for fourteen
years. This study is intended to determine if
a reduction in dietary fat will have an im-
pact on the incidence of breast and colon
cancer in post-menopausal women. If it were
necessary to answer the questions of the Die-
tary Intervention Trial in 5 ethnic groups,
the number of women required would be 5 x
48,000 or 240,000, and the cost would be ap-
proximately $130 million per year for four-
teen years. If conducted under the require-
ments of this Act, the annual cost of this
single study would greatly exceed the annual
cost of the entire Women's Health Initiative
and all of its attendant trials.

In planning clinical trials, NIH investiga-
tors strive to answer health questions which
affect the entire population irrespective of
ethnicity. The structure of a clinical trail al-
lows us to generalize the results of the trial
to other people with characteristics similar
to those who entered the trial. When it is
suspected that there may be differences
among ethnic groups, NIH scientists will
continue to conduct trials to determine
those differences. However, the mandatory
design of all NIH clinical trials to include
representative populations for each ethnic
group will greatly limit our ability to con-
duct the larger number of clinical studies on
many different diseases and necessitate the
conduct of a only a few very large trials on
a smaller number of diseases.

This information must be seriously consid-
ered do to the fact that it would greatly
hamper our ability to conduct clinical re-
search.

Sincerely yours,
BERNADINA HEALY, M.D.
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES,

Washington, DC, May 20, 1992.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DeArR NEWT: This is in further response to
our mutual concern about the peer review
provisions contained in the conference agree-
ment on H.R. 2507, the NIH Reauthorization
Act of 1991.

Of critical concern is Section 133 of this
bill, which—while well intentioned—is unac-
ceptable and unworkable on scientific
grounds, This section would require that a
large percentage of the clinical trials con-
ducted or supported by the NIH assess gender
and racial differences in treatments under
elevation even in the absence of a scientific
reason to suspect that such differences exist.
Such an inflexible requirement could in fact
Jjeopardize the initiation of NIH clinical
trials, including the very trials that would
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provide valuable data relevant to women’s
health.

As you know, the conference agreement on
H.R. 2507 contains a number of other unac-
ceptable provisions previously addressed by
the Administration. These provisions are dis-
cussed more fully in the attached Statement
of Administration Policy.

Sincerely,
Louls W. SBULLIVAN, M.D.
PuBLIC HEALTH SERVICE,
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH,
Bethesda, MD, May 27, 1992.
To: Bernadine Healy, M.D., Director, NIH.
From: Associate Director for Disease Preven-
tion.
Subject: NIH Reauthorization Legislation

The purpose of this memorandum is to
alert you to the potential impact on clinical
research of proposed Clinical Research Eq-
uity (Title 1, Subtitle B) of the NIH Reau-
thorization Legislation.

Women and minorities should be included
in clinical research studies and attention
should be directed to insuring their inclusion
and we all endorse the need for their rep-
resentation. However, the following require-
ment has grave implications for clinical re-
search, It specifies that, *‘the NIH Director
shall ensure that the project is designed and
carried out in a manner sufficient to provide
a valid analysis of whether the wvariables
being tested in the research affect women or
minorities differently than other research
subjects.” As specified, this would have the
effect of multiplying the required sample
sizes for clinical trials and epidemiological
studies. The sample sizes for observational
and interventional studies are based on pro-
viding adequate power to reliably detect es-
timated differences in effect. If the dif-
ferences must be detected for each group the
total sample needed would be multiplied by
factors of 5 or 10. Assuming 5 minority
groups, a single gender study such as the
Women's Health Initiative would need 5
times the current estimated size of 50,000
women to reliably detect differential re-
sponses of each race/ethnic group. A clinical
study comprising both men and women
would need approximately tenfold increase
in size to test for differential effects by gen-
der and ethnicity.

This requirement would affect the design
of all clinical studies despite the fact that no
important differences in effect across race/
ethnic groups are expected for most clinical
questions. Where differences would have
been expected, the study design including
sample size has been altered to provide for
reliable group analysis.

This provision would have a stultifying ef-
fect on clinical research and paradoxically
could hamper planned investigation of ra-
cial/ethnic differences that have been identi-
fied. As the sample size increases severalfold,
issues of feasibility, availability of all
groups within a particular geographic region
and cost are similarly multiplied. Research-
ers in some geographic areas may not have
adequate numbers of certain minority groups
available. Several studies are under way or
being planned to explore differences in dis-
ease risk or treatment response in a particu-
lar racial/ethnic group (e.g. hypertension in
African Americans). Would these studies be
required to increase the sample size so as to
include other groups? This could actually
impede scientific investigation of important
differences.

In summary, the provision would pro-
foundly and adversely affect the conduct of
clinical research, however well intentioned
it may be.
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WiLLiaM R. HARLAN, M.D.,
Associate Director for
Disease Prevention.

ViviaN W. PINN, M.D.,
Director, Office of Re-
search on Women's
Health.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Madam Speaker, I must say I am
very angry about the prior presen-
tation and the fact that the gentleman
would not yield to any of the Congress-
women on the floor, because that is the
heart of what this issue is about. This
issue is about the fact they have al-
ways told us it was cheaper to keep
women out of research because we were
more chemically complex.

Yes, it may cost more to put women
in this bill, but let me tell you what it
would cost if you do not put women in
this bill. We know, we know there have
been absolutely no heart disease stud-
ies on women, and we know on and on
and on and on, and the whole reason
that the director has this study and is
pushing for this study is to make up for
the years of leaving women out of
these studies.

Now, if the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GINGRICH] wants to stand up and
call this a quota bill, listen, he sees
quotas in the clouds. I want to tell you
that women are paying their quota of
this research. They have been paying
equally into this research, and they
have been left out of it because we have
been told we are more complex.

Listen, we are not only more com-
plex, we are more politically sophisti-
cated. This is finally putting us in, and
we are getting tired of being left out
and we are tired of seeing deaths and
people's lives being played with.

I must say please vote to override,
not because I say so but because we
have 35 groups saying so and many,
many biological researchers saying so.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MINK). The Chair would advise our
guests in the gallery that they are not
permitted to express an opinion either
way on the material and matters being
discussed on the floor.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to my colleague,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. Madam
Speaker, as a father of three daughters
out of our five offspring and four
granddaughters out of eight grand-
children, I would like to associate my-
self with our Republican whip's re-
marks and change the focus back to
abortion, if I could.

My coach on this issue is my wife.
She is watching the debate. She has
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just sent a little message from the
Cloakroom, and I would like to tell you
what my wife asked me to point out.

The last issue of Life magazine 1 or 2
months ago that handled this whole
abortion issue has doctors or their as-
sistants running down the hall with a
note pad, asking a woman who is about
to go in for a late abortion to sign the
release so that they can get at her
baby before it is completely dead and
strip away all the various body parts.

As my wife says, if they want the
skin for burn research because it is
human skin, how is it that it is not
human life that we are talking about
here with the human skin?

I remember vividly a team of doctors
from the United States went over to
Chernobyl to try to rescue these heroic
Soviet firemen, went right into the ra-
dioactive cauldron itself, the heli-
copter pilots dumping sand on the ra-
dioactive exploding reactor. They
wanted bone marrow to put injections
right into the spines and their bone
marrow trying to save them. There
were six severely injured firemen and
helicopter crews. The American doc-
tors were saying, “Get us more late-
term abortions, more abortions, we
need more material to work with.”
They saved nobody.

A major university in New York City
and another one in Los Angeles have
been dealing with this type of research
for years, getting the latest abortions
they possibly can. They do not want a
little zyglot, they do not want a 12-
week-old baby, they want well-devel-
oped fetuses. The more liver tissue, the
more brain tissue, the more bone mar-
row the better. And they saved no one
to date.

In Sweden, taking brain matter right
out of the baby’s head in the womb di-
rectly into some patient to extend life,
pathetic, pathetic.

Vote to sustain the President's veto,
vote for life.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from  California [Mrs.
BOXER].

Mrs. BOXER. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Madam Speaker, I am shocked at the
antiwomen remarks of the Republican
whip, and I associate myself with the
remarks of my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

Let me tell you, if we are for family
values in this Chamber, we need to
override this veto. Rightwing ideology
blinded this President to compassion
and common sense, and we must now
muster a supermajority to fight the far
right.

It is not compassion to find a cure for
Parkinson’s and diabetes and Alz-
heimer's? Is it not common sense to
proceed with science as long as we
know we can protect against encourag-
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ing abortion? Yes, it is common sense
and compassion to allow for fetal tis-
sue research.

It is cruel, it is cruel to stop it.
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Madam Speaker, let me read part of
a letter from a woman whose father is
suffering from Parkinson's, and I would
ask my colleague, the gentleman from
California, to listen to her words.

BETHESDA, MD, June 15, 1992,
Hon. BARBARA BOXER,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR BARBARA: This letter is about my fa-
ther and his heroic battle with Parkinson's
disease, which he may well lose.

My father was first diagnosed as having
Parkinson’s disease 15 years ago. At first the
medication he took was effective to control
most of the symptoms, so that life was not
very different from the way it used to be. My
father was active in his law practice, taught
Intellectual Property law as an Adjunct Pro-
fessor of Law at Brooklyn Law School, and
enjoyed playing tennis, especially singles
several hours a week. We would often play
together and he would invariably beat my
brothers and myself with sheer persistence
and it was real fun. Throughout these early
years life was pretty normal and Parkinson's
was hardly the subject of conversation.

Then this ravaging disease began to take
its toll, slowly but surely. At first my father
began manifesting difficulties in running and
this extended to walking as well. For no rea-
son at all he would suddenly fall, usually on
his knees, in order to protect his body and
when this occurred on the tennis court or
elsewhere, he would immediately get up and
continue whatever activity he was involved
in as if nothing had happened. He would keep
falling, get up and ignore the difficulty.

Then he began to have involuntary move-
ments (not tremors) of the arms, legs and
neck called dyskenesia. At first they were
slight and infrequent, but have now become
much more severe and nearly continuous to
the point where it causes enormous discom-
fort. He cannot sit through a movie, a play,
a concert or the opera, which he loves, with-
out endless perspiration, so that at the end
of the performance he is totally drenched
through and through with perspiration. None
of these problems, however, led him to dis-
continue his professional activities. He con-
tinues to drive to his office five days a week,
9:00 to 5:00, although his output has been
considerably reduced. As his legs kept giving
way, the knee caps were taking the brunt of
the impact and this led my father to use
knee pads to protect his knees. He lives in
constant fear of being seriously injured as a
result of a fall as happened to Morris Udall.
His speech, which is an important part of his
life, being a lawyer and being a person who
lives to engage in discussions with his
friends and his family, began to become af-
fected. As time went by the situation became
more aggravated. His walking became a real
problem before he took his first dosage of
medication and the pain of the trauma began
to show in his eyes and face, Whenever I look
at photographs taken over the years, 1 can
see the gradual increase of pain in his face
and his eyes. But he never complained. Not
once have I heard him complain.

These days it is often difficult to under-
stand him when he speaks because of the low
energy level, the stuttering and stammering
which I know affect him very deeply. He was
a man who always had a deep, resonant, ar-
ticulate wvoice. He was a terrific public
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speaker as demonstrated when he served on
the Board of Education. As a result of his
speech problems he withdraws from partici-
pation more often than not. It is painful for
me and my family to witness this deteriora-
tion.

Because of his tendency to fall without
warning, it is not possible for him to lift,
hug and hold Sam, and his other grand-
children and this is what pains him the
most. Reluctantly, he bought a cane to as-
sist him in walking and his grandchildren
now recognize his presence when they see the
cane. He is the grandpa with the cane. His
deterioration seems to be increasing more
rapidly as time goes by.

There is one area, however, which has
given him hope and that is the recent suc-
cess shown by fetal tissue transplant into
the brain. We discussed this surgery ever
since it was first disclosed back in 1988 and
whenever we did my father's face would
change and his eyes would light up since for
the first time there seemed to be a possibil-
ity of seriously reducing or eliminating the
devastating effects of the disease. But this
was not to be. President Reagan overruled
his own Commission’s recommendation and
instituted a ban on use of fetal tissue for re-
search. This was a terrible blow for all of us.
For four years the research has been vir-
tually halted depriving my father and mil-
lions like him of a chance for a more mean-
ingful life. It was felt, however, when Bush
was elected in 1989, that he would take a
more compassionate view of the situation
and reverse the ban. This, too, was not to
happen under pressure of the right-to-life
movement.

I don't understand how a minority in this
country can rule and play God with the lives
of millions of sufferers of Parkinson's, Alz-
heimers, diabetes and other diseases with the
blessing of the President of the United
States. The argument offered by the pro-
ponents of the ban is that lifting the ban
would encourage abortions. This is an insult
to the women of the country. There is abso-
lutely no evidence to support this argument.
What is plain is that so long as abortion is
legal, as many as half a million fetuses a
year are discarded into the garbage, instead
of being used to save a life or improve the
quality of life. The ban is clearly an anti-life
measure and Bush's actions are incompre-
hensible, especially in light of the reversal of
50 many prior proponents of the ban, such as
Otis Bowen and Senator Strom Thurmond,
whose daughter has diabetes and who can be
helped by the fetal research.

The most recent effort to remove the ban
on use of fetal tissue for research has been
most encouraging, especially in the Senate
where it passed by an overwhelming major-
ity and where it can override Bush's ex-
pected veto. The bigger problem is in the
House, and there the original vote on lifting
the ban was somewhat short of the necessary
%. Reversing the ban represents the only
glimmer of hope for my father and others
like him.

I want to express my appreciation to you
for the strong and unwavering support you
have given to this effort to enable fetal re-
search to proceed.

I also plead with you to exert whatever in-
fluence you may have on those Representa-
tives who voted to support the ban, so that
the veto may be overridden in the House as
well and provide an additional point of light
in all our lives.

Sincerely yours,
CLAIRE LITTMAN.

Madam Speaker, these words are
moving, and these words are correct.
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Where are our family values when we
turn away from the real enemies that
face our families, the diseases that
take away our loved ones one painful
day at a time?

Please, please, override this veto in
the name of family values, compassion
and common sense.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to

the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SMITH].
Mr. SMITH of Florida. Madam

Speaker, I rise in full support of the
override of this veto to lay to rest once
and for all that this position taken by
most people in this country is not the
real pro-life issue, and I urge support
for the override.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Madam Speaker, Presi-
dent Bush and opponents of this bill
refuse to understand the choice this
measure represents. How sad that they
would characterize it as a referendum
on abortion. It is not. Rather, this leg-
islation would end a misguided and
tragic policy that blocks vital research
into cures for diabetes, Parkinson's
and Alzheimer’s disease.

The bill forthrightly addresses trans-
plantation issues and the implications
for abortion. It specifically prevents
the possibility of encouraging abor-
tions. The decision to donate fetal tis-
sue must be separate from the decision
to abort. Fetal tissue may not be di-
rected to a specific donor, nor may it
be sold or purchased.

I find it sad and depressing that op-
ponents of this bill choose to ignore re-
sponsible voices in the pro-life commu-
nity who support fetal tissue research
including President Reagan's Secretary
of HHS, Dr. Otis Bowen, who know that
this bill is neither pro-choice nor pro-
life—it is pro-science. Rather, oppo-
nents blindly oppose research that
gives hope to millions of Americans
with potentially curable diseases.

Madam Speaker, abortion is legal in
this country. By this veto the Presi-
dent will not stop women from having
abortions. But he will prevent re-
searchers from finding cures for deadly
diseases. I urge the Members to over-
ride this ignorant, misguided veto.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN] for yielding this time to
me.

Madam Speaker, many of our col-
leagues will address the important ini-
tiatives that are contained in this leg-
islation, important initiatives for bio-
medical research. I just want to ad-
dress my remarks to some of our col-
leagues who may be undecided on this
issue. I say to them that we make hun-
dreds of votes each year. None of them
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possesses the power that this vote
gives us today, the power to make a
drastic difference in the lives of the
American people in caring for their
loved ones and finding cures for some
of their illnesses. I say to our col-
leagues who are thinking about this
legislation to pay attention to the pro-
fessional judgment recommendations
of the scientific and medical commu-
nity, many of whom wrote to President
Bush saying, as biomedical researchers,
they can attest to the dearth of reli-
able information regarding women's
health issues, and they urge us to re-
dress this historical oversight referred
to by the gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] earlier.

I say to my colleagues who may be in
doubt on this legislation, ““Think of
what power you hold in your hand.
Give the benefit of the doubt to the
American people whose loved ones are
suffering and who look to us for hope.
How can you be so sure that you are
right when the scientific and medical
communities disagree with you?"

I say to my colleagues, "“Think about
it

Madam Speaker, | rise in strong support of
the motion to enact the National Institutes of
Health [NIH] revitalization amendments over
the President’s objections.

The narrow issue before the House is
whether to lift the current administration-im-
posed prohibition against fetal tissue trans-
plantation research. New advances in re-
search involving the transplantation of healthy
fetal tissue hold promise for the treatment and
cure of many diseases such as Alzheimer's
disease, Parkinson's disease, diabetes, and
even AIDS.

Today's vote is about hope. We have the
opportunity to save or significantly improve
quality of life for millions of Americans who
would benefit from this research. We have the
opportunity to give hope to the families and
loved ones of those suffering with these tragic
diseases.

Unfortunately, President Bush has made a
political commitment to a group of antiabortion
extremists to support them even when they
are clearly wrong. We cannot let extremism
win this debate. Too many lives depend on
the outcome of this vote. | strongly urge my
colleagues to vote for hope—vote to override
the President's veto.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 30 seconds to the gentieman
from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN of California. Madam
Speaker, this is important, to get this
in the RECORD, because of the last
three speakers, two on that side and
one on this. There was a letter from
Linda Gorash, assistant professor,
child psychiatry and pediatrics, Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh, in response to
the article of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. WAXMAN] last month, “Re-
search that could save lives.”

The article entitled “*The Failure of
Fetal Transplants™ is as follows:

First, no evidence of a reduction of Parkin-
son Disease symptoms due to implanted fetal
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cells has been demonstrated from animal
model work or from patients undergoing this
drastic procedure. A review published in the
Journal of Neurology concludes ‘‘There is
simply no evidence to prove that either clin-
ical or experimental Parkinsonism in pri-
mates is specifically cured by transplan-
tation of tissue into the brain. * * * The irre-
versible tragedy is the death and damage to
many patients and their families produced
by the extravagance of the transplantation
fad.”

Second, contrary to Rep. Waxman's claims,
the living tissue is taken from a living fetus.
The 1989 Archives of Neurology published the
most detailed description of this procedure,
outlining that an unborn baby's brain must
be selectively sucked out by a tube inserted
in the mother's womb to ensure that the liv-
ing fetal brain cells are harvested in fresh
transplantable condition. This process kills
the fetus, who is then aborted.

Human fetal brain tissue transplantation
fails to meet minimum standards of either
effectiveness or ethical medical practice.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds simply to reply
to the fact that this research does not
work yet because the research has been
stopped. But among those who want
this research and want this bill to pass
are the Parkinson's Action Network,
the Parkinson’s Disease Foundation,
and the Parkinson’s Support Groups of
America. They do not want this re-
search stopped because of some theo-
retical argument that more women are
going to get abortions in order to have
fetal tissue research.

Madam Speaker, that is nonsense.
Everyone knows it is nonsense. Let us
get the research going so we can see if
it will work.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself 30 seconds at this
point to respond to my colleague, the
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX-
MAN]. I am quoting now from Olle
Lindvall who wrote last year:

Although animal experimental data are
very promising and clinical trials have given
encouraging results, it must be underscored
that there exists at present no treatment for
Parkinson’s disease based on intracerebral
transplantation.

It is important that patients and relatives
are informed that this research is still at the
experimental stage, and that widespread
clinical trials with transplantation in Par-
kinson's disease are not warranted at this
time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD].

. UNSOELD. Madam Speaker,
this veto message is unbelievable and
is proof of how out of touch with the
American people is the White House.
The message says:

H.R. 2507 is not necessary to increase sup-
port for research targeted at women's health
needs * * * and also contains fiscally irre-
sponsible authorization levels.

This from a President who submitted
to the Congress a proposed budget that
is $400 billion out of whack.

The President says, *** * * this legis-
lation would be counterproductive to
the attainment of our Nation's health
research objectives.”
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Gobbledygook.

This President who promised to be
kinder and gentler would condemn the
American people to be prisoners of
rightwing religious zealots fixated on
women's reproductive organs.

Let this House indeed support saving
human life. Let us override this out-
rageous veto.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Madam Speaker, I am
not a rightwing religious zealot, but I
do rise in support of the President’s
veto of this measure and against the
move to override the veto.

On May 28, when the bill was de-
bated, it was clear the President would
veto it in its present form, and, if I
may borrow the language of medicine,
the bill that passed the House was
flawed in its diagnosis and its prescrip-
tion. President Bush has given a second
opinion, and I am inclined to abide by
his view as the better one.

The various flaws in the bill in its
current form are substantive, budg-
etary, and constitutional, and it left
the President no choice but to exercise
his constitutional power to veto.
Among the flaws is a spending level of
an estimated $3 billion above the Presi-
dent’s fiscal 1993 budget request and $1
billion above the original amount ap-
proved by the House. Now this is at a
time when a lot of people around here
are trying to parade under the guise of,
“Let's hold spending down, keep it in
check.” So much for consistency.

Madam Speaker, also included in the
bill is an authorization of $100 million
for what are basically pork-barrel con-
struction projects for various univer-
sities. This morning's Washington Post
carried a story of a little-known col-
lege in the Allegheny foothills which
was recently selected for $41 million in
Federal research projects, a windfall
almost three times its $14 million an-
nual budget.
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That comes under a different bill, but
it is the same kind of thing that is hap-
pening also in this particular measure.
And I know, because I once served as
the ranking member on the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee that funds these
activities.

This special interest money will
come out of existing research dollars,
resulting in the loss of 400 research
grants per year.

Another shortcoming of the bill is
the requirement for an ethics advisory
board that can overrule objections by
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services and the President. And this is
clearly, on its face, constitutionally
flawed.

And, of course, there is disagreement
about fundamental questions of bio-
ethical concern.
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Madam Speaker, we are all support-
ers of the National Institutes of
Health, but support for NIH, in a gen-
eral sense, is not enough. NIH, as a tax-
dollar-supported institution, is not
outside and does not transcend the or-
dinary but often vital policy questions
we in government must ask.

I believe that under the current lead-

ership of Dr. Healy, NIH has the poten-
tial of entering the 2lst century on a
basis of sound policy, supported by re-
sponsible Government guidelines. But
we in the Congress must first be will-
ing to address the questions the Presi-
dent has raised in his veto message,
and that is why I would urge my col-
leagues to support the President’s veto
and then let us do what is right for
NIH.
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yvield 2 minutes and 30 seconds to the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. EARLY], a member of the
Committee on Appropriations that
deals with the HHS budget.

Mr. EARLY. Madam Speaker, I rise
on two specific points about why we
should override the President’s veto.

First of all, the President says that
he is vetoing it on ethical grounds. He
suggests that we can use fetal tissue
from ectopic pregnancies or mis-
carriages for this research. The courts
decide; the courts decide whether abor-
tion is legal or not.

I stand here as one who is opposed to
abortion. If it costs me an election, so
be it.

I want to talk to this House about
gene therapy. The committee heard
testimony that gene therapy has been
performed; it is not solely research.
Within the last 6 months there has
been a successful gene transfer. Also,
in cystic fibrosis, again with gene ther-
apy, by the end of this year, I hope that
NIH will have a gene therapy treat-
ment for cystic fibrosis. Although it
does not involve fetal tissue transplan-
tation, the point is the principle of
gene transfer. However, fetal tissue re-
search is necessary for other research
and for other potential therapies.

In this particular bill, with regard to
juvenile diabetes, with fetal tissue
transplantation we may save the eye-
sight of young people. With regard to
Alzheimer’s, we may extend compas-
sionately the life of senior citizens.
With regard to Parkinson's, with fetal
tissue transfer we can save lives.

With regard to the second point of
this veto, and why it should be over-
ridden, I hear Republican after Repub-
lican saying that it is too much money.
The President said $3.2 billion. Last
week this House voted $38.4 billion for
research, development, and testing of
new weapons. My gosh, do we know
how much we spend at NIH?

Last year we spent $8.9 billion. The
cold war is over. We have to make
some adjustments, some changes.

Not one Republican voted to take
down the firewalls that would let us
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transfer from defense to domestic pro-
grams; $8.9 billion, the Republicans say
it is too much for NIH. Yet we spent
$38.4 billion for defense RDT&E. We
spend $36 billion for intelligence gath-
ering by the CIA annually, and we say
it is not enough money.

I plead with this House, the Amer-
ican people want us to do some things
differently. They want some perform-
ance. Too much of what we do is par-
tisan. Democrats versus Republicans.
It is wrong.

This particular bill is progressive. It
is good. I am opposed to abortion as ve-
hemently as any Member in this House.
I think it is the taking of human life.
But this bill is imaginative and con-
structive.

We should override this veto, dem-
onstrating the independence of the
Congress and restore the quality and
the prestige of the Congress.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON].

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Speaker,
abortion proponents have been dis-
ingenuous from the beginning of this
debate, and they are disingenuous now.
In an attempt to sway pro-life votes
and allow the taxpayers’ dollars to sup-
port research on fetal tissue from in-
duced abortion, they made several ar-
guments. For example: ‘“There are safe-
guards in this bill.” Well, it is debat-
able as to whether the so-called safe-
guards would have served their in-
tended purpose in the first place, but
for those among my colleagues who be-
lieved this—look again. They are gone.
These safeguards, meager as they were
in the House-passed bill, were weak-
ened in the conference report. Women
will no longer sign a statement that
their decision to abort is unrelated to
their decision to donate fetal tissue.
Another example: ‘‘Untold numbers of
people wit diseases such as Parkinson's
will benefit from this research.’” this
statement amounts to a cruel hoax for
those who are suffering from this de-
bilitating disease. According to a pre-
mier researcher in this subject area,
Olle Lindvall, one of the pioneers of
fetal tissue transplantation research,

[TThis research is still at the experimental
stage, and widespread clinical trials with
transplantation in Parkinson's disease are
not warranted at this time.

We should not be raising false hope in
those who are desperate for a cure in
order to promote abortion—particu-
larly when the research already per-
mitted by NIH—that is, tissue from ec-
topic pregnancies and spontaneous
abortions—more than fills the research
needs in this country.

What is this hoax about—solidifying
abortion on demand in this country,
and nothing more. Vote “no' on the
veto override,

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Tennessee [Mrs. LLOYD].
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Mrs. LLOYD. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the veto
override of the NIH reauthorization
bill. We need this investment and com-
mitment to prevent death and disabil-
ity for millions of Americans.

This commitment includes making
fetal tissue available to researchers to
treat and cure debilitating diseases
like diabetes, Parkinson's and Alz-
heimer’s. The bill contains ethical
safeguards to prevent any potential
abuses of the use of this tissue, re-
quires written informed consent from
women donating the tissue, and pro-
hibits its sale or purchase.

H.R. 2507 also contains the seed
money to provide hope, improved treat-
ments, and, ultimately, a cure, for
those stricken with diseases such as
breast and prostate cancer,
osteoporosis, and multiple sclerosis.
Scientific breakthroughs to these dis-
eases don't occur magically overnight.
They begin here at the funding stages,
on this floor, today, with this bill.

Before I conclude, I would like to ac-
knowledge the contributions made by
Dr. Bernadine Healy to improve the
health care of women. Many people
have been vocal in their opposition to
Dr. Healy. She has been an advocate
and a real leader in implementing fun-
damental changes at the NIH, includ-
ing those advocated by the congres-
sional caucus for women's issues, such
as the establishment of the Office of
Research for Women’'s Health and the
women's health initiative to fill in the
lacking research gaps for midlife and
older women. With Dr. Healy at the
helm, women’s health research at the
NIH has finally been brought out of the
Dark Ages. We will all be the bene-
factors.

I urge my colleagues to support these
efforts and the override of the adminis-
tration’s veto today.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
vield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Madam Speaker, this
country does not need more money for
B-2 bombers, star wars and the mili-
tary. But it does need significantly
more funding for research into long ne-
glected women’s health needs into the
epidemic of breast cancer, ovarian can-
cer and research into all kinds of can-
cer, that killer disease which is afflict-
ing 1 out of 3 Americans. And that is
what this legislation is all about.

Madam Speaker, in my State of Ver-
mont the citizens of our State, led
mostly by women, are demanding that
the Federal Government play a greater
role in the prevention and treatment of
cancer. In this legislation, vetoed by
the President, is the 1992 Cancer Reg-
istry’s Amendment Act, a nationwide
system of uniform statewide registrys
which will enable each State to collect
uniform data on those afflicted with
cancer, including age, residence, occu-
pation, stage of disease and treatment.
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This bill was hailed by Dr. Healy of
Sloan-Kettering Memorial Cancer Cen-
ter as the major cancer weapon our Na-
tion needs most. Madam Speaker, let
us pass this legislation and give hope
to Americans in fighting disease.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, 1
yvield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Madam Speaker,
once again, my colleagues and I stand
here on the floor of the House to debate
a bill, the merits of which have already
been roundly hailed. I am appalled that
the President would condemn such a
vital piece of legislation—a bill that
funds all of the facilities and research
programs of the Institutes of Health—
on the basis of one issue alone.

Not only has publicly funded re-
search been placed in jeopardy due to a
single concern of the President, but the
issue in question—whether research on
the transplantation of fetal tissue
should be funded by the Government—
has been dismissed by the scientific
community.

The shred of logic that somehow we
will promote abortions by permitting
the use of fetal tissue in experimental
treatment of life-threatening condi-
tions has been overwhelmingly rejected
by both Houses of Congress and re-
searchers alike. The bill contains
strong safeguards against abuse—safe-
guards that do not currently exist in
the private sector where research is on-
going. Once and for all: the NIH bill is
not about abortion.

Speaker, this is an important
day for research, but it is especially
important for women'’s health research.
Women have historically been left out
of clinical trials, such as the effects of
aspirin on heart disease, the leading
cause of death in the country. In other
instances, women have been treated
without any regard for the overall ef-
fect on their health—such as estrogen
treatment for menopause without
study of the effects of estrogen on car-
diovascular and cancer risks. There has
never been a focused clinical effort at
NIH to examine gynocological condi-
tions. This bill addresses these and
many other critical women’s health
needs.

Like many of my colleagues, I was
disappointed and angered to read Dr.
Bernadine Healy's letter urging a veto
because ‘‘the section on women's
health is unnecessary." It is an affront
to see these indispensable provisions
used as a scapegoat in the absence of
any valid cause for a veto. Apparently,
Dr. Healy thinks that, for example,
making the Office of Women's Health
Research permanent is unnecessary,
she must think that requiring the in-
clusion of women in clinical trials is
unnecessary. Her veto recommendation
is particularly outrageous, given the
recent favorable press she has received
for her leadership on women's health.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Madam Speaker, this is yet another
sad example of governance by veto. I
urge my colleagues to override this
veto and support women's health and
crucial research programs.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of overriding the President’s
veto. I want to say first off that it is
about time that we have adequate re-
search dollars for female-dominated
diseases. Breast cancer is afflicting 1
out of 9 women. It is an epidemic in
this country, and we have gotten pea-
nuts for research. As a matter of fact,
I want to tell the gentleman from
Georgia, who complained that we are
mandating that women and minorities
be included in clinical trials, that prior
to this bill they have only been in-
cluded in 13 percent of all the clinical
trials, Even when they did research on
breast cancer, they had a man, men
that they were examining for breast
cancer, and only less than one-tenth of
1 percent of men get breast cancer.
That is how outrageous it is with re-
spect to research.

We want to find a cure for breast can-
cer that devastates the American fam-
ily. We want to find early detection for
ovarian cancer.

I want the Members to ask their
daughters, and how would the Members
like it if their daughters find out they
have the symptoms for ovarian cancer,
and frankly, when a person finds those
symptoms, they have a very high risk
of death because there is no early
screening for ovarian cancer. Why? Be-
cause there has been very little re-
search done in that area. If we give our
wonderful scientists the $75 million to
find that early detection, then I think
we will find a chance to save the life,
yes, the life of that individual.

What about osteoporosis, which af-
flicts older women especially? It has
devastated, and we have not found a
cure for that at all. The list goes on to
prostate cancer, which is an epidemic
for men.

I want to say something about the
fetal tissue issue. I am convinced, and
I happen to stand here thinking and be-
lieving that 1.7 million abortions are
far too many in this country, and we
ought to start with education and to
deal with that issue, but this is not the
bill that deals with that issue, and we
know that. I think there are ethical
standards that have been screened out
with the committee, and I urge them
to work with the administration on
this issue.

Let us support the overriding of the
President’s veto. It is the pro-life thing
to do.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to my colleague,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY].

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the President’s
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veto of the conference report to H.R.
2507—the National Institutes of Health
revitalization amendments.

This Nation is facing a budget deficit
of approximately $360 billion this year.
And here we are being asked to pass a
massive bill that will add substantially
to this country’s debt.

Madam Speaker, when this bill origi-
nally passed the House, the total au-
thorization was $238 million above the
President’s budget. It now is a stagger-
ing $3.1 billion above the President's
budget. Let me repeat that—a whop-
ping $3.1 billion over the President’s
budget. We simply cannot allow this to
continue.

The bill specifically authorizes ap-
propriations that are $1.2 billion above
the President’s fiscal year 1993 budget.
The total reaches $3.1 billion when the
HHS estimate of $1.9 billion to pur-
chase 300 acres of land for an NIH sat-
ellite campus and to renovate facilities
is included.

Madam Speaker, passing this bill
would add $3 billion to the budget defi-
cit and says to the American people
that Congress is not at all serious
about balancing the budget. I challenge
my colleagues to show the American
people that we can be responsible and
do our jobs without a constitutional
amendment,

When we were debating the passage
of this conference report, arguments
were made that the authorization lev-
els in this bill are irrelevant, because
the Appropriations Committee sets the
ultimate funding levels for all pro-
grams. Although it is a truism, that
under our system, the appropriators
have the final word on expenditures, it
is the authorizing committees that
draw the map which guides the Appro-
priations Committee on how moneys
should be spent. Therefore, this con-
ference report provides the guidance on
the limits and direction of future fund-
ing at NIH. To say that this legislation
is irrelevant because the appropriators
have the final word, would, if taken lit-
erally, mean that all authorizing legis-
lation is irrelevant. Madam Speaker,
that is the type of thinking that has
contributed to the budget mess that we
are currently in.

I urge my colleagues to support the
President’s veto.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3% minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON].

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, a few
weeks ago after we approved the NIH
bill we were a few votes shy of override
strength. As I was walking back to my
office, I was pretty discouraged and
disappointed. Then, I ran into Rev. Guy
Walden.

As many of you know, Guy is a pro-
life Baptist minister, and though he ve-
hemently opposes abortion, personal
experience led him to be a strong sup-
porter of fetal tissue research. After
losing two children to a rare genetic
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defect known as Hurler's syndrome,
testing revealed that this same birth
defect threatened to rob him and his
pregnant wife of yet another child.

The Walden's knew it would take a
miracle to save their child from de-
formity and an early, certain death—
and with a fetal tissue transplant they
found that miracle.

When I spoke to Reverend Walden
after that vote, he urged me to look—
not at how many votes we were short—
but rather at how far we have come.
We were able to get many Members to
move beyond the rhetoric, and study
the facts and substance and hope of
this research. Based on the facts, we
were able to convince many Members
that it is critical to lift the ban.

We have come a long way.

The former Secretary of HHS under
President Ronald Reagan, Dr. Otis
Bowen, joined our efforts in actively
urging the administration to overturn
the ban. Recently, a bipartisan group
consisting of three former heads of NIH
issued a plea to the President to heed
the recommendations of the 1988
Reagan pro-life panel that said that
this research should go forward.

In fact, we have made progress with
the administration. In agreeing to es-
tablish a fetal tissue bank, they have
at least recognized the value of this re-
search.

But, as the former heads of the NIH
said in their letter to the President,
that is not enough.

Madam Speaker, a few years ago, a
number of people and organizations
were alarmed and opposed the prospect
of using in vitro fertilization to create
a new life. But, for many Americans—
like my own brother and sister-in-
law—this research did not result in
some scary, shady scene out of a grade
B movie. Instead, it resulted in a lov-
ing, healthy baby girl. New hope, new
life.

All of us have known someone who
has been impacted by cancer, a para-
lyzing spinal cord injury, diabetes, Alz-
heimer’s, Parkinson's, or Lou Gehrig's
disease. Let's not wait another year for
the cure. Let's, instead, truly race for
the cure.

Has it already been too long for us to
have forgotten the ravages of polio
that used this same research for a
cure?

By establishing a fetal-tissue bank
using tissue only from spontaneous
abortions and miscarriages, the admin-
istration chose to take a course con-
trary to the wishes of nearly every
major disease and public health group
in America. They chose to take a
course contrary to many of our Na-
tion’s leading researchers in this area.
If we fail in our override attempt, the
burden of proof will be on this adminis-
tration.

I disagree with the administration on
this issue. But, I hope for the sake of
millions of Americans struck by the
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devastating diseases for which this re-
search holds hope, that the administra-
tion is not just paying lip-service to
our Nation's researchers. I hope that
our researchers will truly be provided
with the means to achieve a goal that
I know every Member of this institu-
tion supports: an end to so many peo-
ple's suffering and early deaths—a
chance for hope, a chance for life.

At some point elected officials and
political people must admit that
though we are political animals, poli-
tics should not dictate or deter the
progress of important scientific re-
search. Of couse it's necessary to care-
fully weigh this progress with legiti-
mate, ethical concerns. But, what is
not necessary—and is in fact dan-
gerous—is to hamstring our Nation's
researchers because of unfounded fears
and political games.

I urge my colleagues to vote to over-
ride the President’s veto on the NIH
bill.
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Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to my colleague,
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
HOLLOWAY].

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to stand with the President
and say we must stand against things
that are wrong and evil in this country.
And I stand as strongly as anyone
could ever stand in support of the un-
born of this country.

I want to say a word or two about
what I have heard, that we are missing
the money for experimentation on can-
cer and the other items. Let us take
the $300 million that we are going to
buy 300 acres of land with, and let us
instead put that in experimentation. It
is ridiculous to stand up here and try
to argue to the American people that
we are going to lift our standards in
Congress, but yet we are willing to
compromise and take $300 million of
money that could be spent for research
and use it to buy 300 acres of land in
Maryland.

Let us get ahold of things. Let us get
ahold of the budget of this country. Let
us put it in perspective. Let us spend
our dollars where they count the most,
and buying 300 acres of land at $1 mil-
lion an acre is not spending money
wisely.

But I also stand strongly in support
of the unborn. To tell me that we have
a living being in a mother’s womb and
we are going to go in with needles and
take tissue from that unborn child to
use for research, or to try to find a
fountain of youth, is wrong. We have
the tissue, and I have a letter from C.
Everett Koop that says that he stands
with the President. I think he is a very
respected former Surgeon General.

I just have to say that it is time in
this country that we realize the morals
of our Nation are at stake and where
we go as a country is at stake. And I
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think it is very important that we real-
ize that the unborn are living beings,
and somewhere we declare them to be
living beings to where we can protect
them as much as we would to give con-
sent to give one of our own organs for
research.

It makes me sick just to hear the ar-
guments over and over to where we try
to put the blame here and put the
blame there. It is time we realize the
importance of the dollars we spend and
where these dollars go, and let us put
them where they will count the most.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Madam
Speaker, I have heard my colleagues
refer to the fact that our budget is out
of control, and I agree, let us put the
dollars where they can really work.

I urge my colleagues to override this
veto. Do we realize that if we do not
override this veto we are jeopardizing
$325 million for breast cancer research,
$72 million for prostate cancer re-
search, $15 million for a new childhood
vaccine initiative, $500 million for the
National Institute on Aging.

I urge my colleagues, those who care
about families, think about your wives,
think about your daughters, think
about those families that are being de-
stroyed because they cannot find a so-
lution to these health problems.

I got a letter, Madam Speaker, from
one of my dear friends who said to me
with regard to fetal tissue research:

Please, please support this bill. My daugh-
ter can control the disease with insulin.
However, as diabetes progresses, without
fetal tissue research she would face heart
disease and amputation.

Think of all of this when we think of
the value, my colleagues, and vote for
this override.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself 1 minute.

Madam Speaker, the claim has been
made here today in this debate that
somehow the sustaining of this veto
will interfere with research on woman
in America. Nothing could be further
from the truth.

Dr. Bernadine Healy, in a letter
dated May 28, 1992, addressed to Dr.
Sullivan, head of HHS, made very clear
that the dietary intervention trial of
the women's health initiative already
requires the inclusion of 48,000 women
at a cost of $26 million a year for 14
vears. If as a result of this legislation
that investigation has to be expanded
to include five ethnic groups, that
would result in a 5 by 48,000 multiplica-
tion, or 240,000, and the cost would be
approximately $130 million per year for
14 years.

Dr. Healy goes on to point out that in
expanding to include the five ethnic
groups it would threaten the very fis-
cal ability of this investigation to take
place, and for this reason I think this
veto should be sustained.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut, [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, the
administration’s veto of the NIH au-
thorization is a blow to the thousands
of men, women, and children who
would benefit from this vital legisla-
tion. Once again, the administration
has demonstrated its narrow-minded
approach and its lack of concern for
women's health, for those suffering
from Alzheimer’'s disease, diabetes,
Parkinson’s syndrome, childhood dis-
eases, and AIDS. Once again the Amer-
ican people have been forced to watch
progress halted by an administration
more concerned about politics than
with public health.

This bill is not politics. This bill is a
commitment to life.

I am a survivor of ovarian cancer.
Thirty-nine percent of the women in
this Nation who contact ovarian cancer
survive. I was diagnosed accidentally.
This is wrong. Men, women, and chil-
dren in this Nation should not survive
by accident. We need this research.

So I urge my colleagues not to be
sidetracked by politics and to please
vote for this override and vote for life
today.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I yield the balance of our time to
my colleague, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HYDE].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MINK). The gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE] is recognized for 6 minutes.

Mr. HYDE. Madam Speaker, I have
the highest respect for everybody on
that side of the aisle who has spoken so
passionately and so sincerely for this
research. And indeed, I share with
them the commitment that this re-
search go on. I would be the last person
in the world to not want research to
proceed.

But what we have heard today is
what is called by logicians the fallacy
of the false alternative. We have heard
that if this fetal research with induced
abortions is not permitted to go on,
Alzheimer’s Hurler's syndrome, diabe-
tes, Parkinson's disease, and even
breast cancer research will be harmed.
That is nonsense. That is just not true.

Now I listened to my colleagues and
I ask them to listen to me. It is not an
either/or situation. All of this research
which is necessary, and essential, and
humane, and compassionate will go for-
ward, but we do not need the perverse-
ness of having induced abortions pro-
vide involuntarily for organ donations.
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We do not need to reduce unborn
children to commodities, or to things,
or to chattels.

Now, the calculated effort—and it is
a calculated effort—to distort the
President’s veto into an antiwoman po-
sition is utterly contemptible. Parkin-
son’s disease, Alzheimer’s, diabetes are
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not women’s diseases. They are people
diseases, and we all get them. We all
can get cancer, and the statement that
the President is somehow antiwoman
in vetoing in defense of unborn chil-
dren—over half of whom are female—is
perverse. It is just perverse. It is the
use of politics in a situation which
ought to transcend politics.

Now, the learned Governor from Ar-
kansas last night issued a statement
and referred to the President's veto of
this bill as an ‘‘ugly bow to the far
right.” Well, let me suggest to the
learned Governor of Arkansas that the
Southern Baptist Conference supports
the President's veto, and if they are
the far right, I would like to know; the
U.S. Catholic Conference, I wish they
were more conservative, and they are
not on the right side of the political
spectrum yet, they support the Presi-
dent’s veto.

But what is important to know is
many, many distinguished researchers
support the President’s veto and tell us
there is enough fetal material from ec-
topic pregnancies and from sponta-
neous abortions to provide the mate-
rial to go forward with this research,
and setting up the fetal-tissue bank is
worth a try. So let us go with it, and
let us see if it can work. I am not talk-
ing about people who depend on the
Government for their paycheck. Dr. C.
Everett Koop, the former Surgeon Gen-
eral, supports the President and by
agreement of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, he was one of the best Surgeons
General we have ever had, I dare say.
Does the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN] agree with me?

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, he is
certainly a fine, distinguished man.

But let me ask the gentleman this: If
the fetal tissue that is in this tissue
bank, because it is diseased——

Mr. HYDE. No. It is not diseased.

- Mr. WAXMAN. Wait a second. Listen
to me. If because it is diseased, if it
turns out it is not sufficient, would the
gentleman support allowing fetal tis-
sue from elected abortions to be used
for this research to save lives of people
with these diseases?

Mr. HYDE. Reclaiming my time, I
will tell the gentleman that under no
circumstances may you exterminate an
innocent human life for any cause
whatsoever except to save another life.

Mr. WAXMAN. We are talking about
a life that is gone, the same as a
human being whose life is gone whose
organs can be transplanted.

Mr. HYDE. I am telling you that Dr.
C. Everett Koop supports the Presi-
dent’s veto. He supports the tissue
bank which will permit the research to
go forward which we have heard is so
essential but not just people working
for the Government; Georgetown Uni-
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versity researchers, University of Cali-
fornia at Los Angeles researchers, Case
Western, University of Southern Cali-
fornia, University of Tennessee, Uni-
versity of Cincinnati, North Carolina,
there are plenty of distinguished re-
searchers who say we do not need in-
duced abortions to do this research.

I suggest to my friend from Califor-
nia that the tissue in the fetal bank
will not be diseased. Not every sponta-
neous abortion aborts because of dis-
ease, and most ectopic pregnancies are
not diseased.

There have been only 60 transplants
in 5 years, 60. We are going to get, we
are told by the scientists, enough for
2,000 fetal transplants in this bank in a
central registry.

We can have our research. We can
have this research without having to
harvest the bodies of unborn babies
whose abortions were deliberately per-
formed.

The most serious consequence of
using induced abortion to provide fetal
material is the degrading of people to
chattels, making them things. Our cul-
tural insensitivity, that was taken care
of, I thought, in 1861 when slaves were
emancipated as full human beings of
considerable worth but not commod-
ities.

So I am suggesting to you the prob-
lem of research can be solved. We can
have our cake and eat it, too. This is
not my opinion nor the opinion of some
rightwing groups. This is the opinion of
many distinguished surgeons, and doc-
tors, and researchers, and I think we
ought to listen to them.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I wanted to say
that Secretary Bowen under Ronald
Reagan who put the ban into effect
now says it should be lifted. I think
that is very important.

Mr. HYDE. Secretary Bowen was
never much of a pro-lifer. He was never
much of a pro-lifer.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, it is
frustrating for us who want to speak on
this issue when, on the Republican
side, they would not yield to a single
Republican who supported our position.
The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HYDE] himself personally took 6 min-
utes. We only had to slice the time up,
because we had 20 speakers on our side,
into 30 seconds, with 1-minute inter-
vals.

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to
the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms.
SNOWE] to have an opportunity to
speak on this issue that otherwise
might not be accorded to her.

Ms. SNOWE. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Madam Speaker, Members of the
House, I rise in support of the motion
to override the President’s veto on the
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National Institutes of Health con-
ference report.

I sincerely regret the fact that the
President has decided to veto this very
important legislation, but I hope that
that will not stand in the way of Con-
gress’ commitment and the demonstra-
tion of that commitment to women in
this country.

Today is our last opportunity to
demonstrate our commitment to
women. This legislation, contrary to
what has been said here today, is laden
with significant provisions that are de-
signed to help women in this country,
giving hope to thousands of women
who suffer from breast, ovarian, and
cervical cancer, osteoporosis.

It is no exaggeration to tell you your
vote today may determine their fate.

Madam Speaker, the women'’s health
provisions contained in this bill are
long overdue. We should have rectified
these grave injustices over many dec-
ades.

The fact is many women’s lives
would have been saved had we brought
gender equity to women's health re-
search in this country. The time for ex-
cuses is over. Before you today is the
most significant bill regarding wom-
en’s health in the history of this coun-
try.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. WEISS].

Mr. WEISS. Madam Speaker, I
strongly support the override of the
President’s veto of H.R. 2507, the NIH
Revitalization Amendments of 1992.

There are many important provisions
of this bill, but today I want to address
the issue of fetal tissue transplant re-
search, speaking from my perspective
as chairman of the Human Resources
and Intergovernmental Relations Sub-
committee, which has oversight juris-
diction of HHS.

More than 1 month ago, I wrote to
Secretary Sullivan asking for all docu-
ments that support the administra-
tion’s plan for a fetal tissue bank. We
all know that this plan was proposed
by the President in order to justify his
veto of this bill.

Day after day, week after week, Sec-
retary Sullivan’s staff promised to send
us these documents, which were to pro-
vide evidence as to why the adminis-
tration believes the fetal tissue bank
can work. As of this moment, we still
have not received a single page of any
kind of evidence that this tissue bank
will work. Where's the beef, Mr. Presi-
dent? I must reluctantly conclude that
there is no evidence this tissue bank
plan can work.

It is up to us to say to the victims of
Alzheimer's, Parkinson's, juvenile dia-
betes, AIDS, and other diseases that
we, the Congress, will not allow poli-
tics to interfere with this crucially
needed research. We must regain the
trust of the American people by show-
ing that we care what happens to them.
We must override this veto.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, I
urge my colleagues to vote to override
the President's veto of the NIH reau-
thorization bill. This bill has been ve-
toed primarily because it lifts the ban
on fetal tissue research.

Fetal tissue research has already led
to a number of medical advances and is
very promising in fighting diseases
ranging from Alzheimer’'s and Parkin-
son’s disease to juvenile diabetes and
leukemia. The legislation includes im-
portant safeguards to ensure that any
future research is conducted in an ethi-
cal manner. For example, fetal tissue
could not be sold nor could donations
be targeted to any particular individ-
ual. As a result of these protections,
ethical concerns have been addressed.
A fetal tissue bank, as proposed by the
administration, is simply not adequate.
Countless researchers and other ex-
perts have expressed their view that ec-
topic pregnancies and spontaneous
abortions will not produce enough
transplantable tissue to meet the needs
of researchers. Indeed, in 1988, a panel
established by President Reagan rec-
ommended that the research be allowed
by an overwhelming vote of 18 to 3. The
recommendations of the panel were
then endorsed unanimously by the ad-
visory panel to the NIH Director.
Former Reagan Secretary of Health
and Human Services Otis Bowen also
supported lifting the ban on fetal tis-
sue research. In regard to the estab-
lishment of a fetal tissue bank, he stat-
ed:

A bank of tissue from miscarriages and ec-
topic pregnancies is medically unworkable
and will be unable to provide tissue free from
infections and genetic defects. Such tissue
has always been unaffected by the ban, but
the problems of quality and avallability are
so insurmountable that research has come to
a halt. This political compromise will
produce no scientific results.

The women's health provisions in
this bill have also been labeled as high-
ly intrusive and unnecessary. This is a
shocking assertion in view of the enor-
mous gaps in women's health research
and the long history of neglect of wom-
en’s health concerns in the research es-
tablishment.

Madam Speaker, the women's health
provisions are critical. We have seen
progress made at NIH; however, we
have no guarantees that this progress
will continue under future NIH Direc-
tors. Many provisions of the Women’s
Health Equity Act are part of the bill,
such as the requirement that women
and minorities are represented in clini-
cal trials. Funding for breast and ovar-
ian cancer, osteoporosis, and other
women's diseases is increased, and the
Office of Research on Women’'s Health
is permanently authorized. These pro-
visions and others in the bill will help
to assure that this history of neglect of
women’s health will not be allowed to
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continue in the future. We have a long
way to go to fill the many remaining
gaps, but this bill is a very important
beginning.

Madam Speaker, this bill is critical
to the health of millions of Americans.
I urge my colleagues to join me in vot-
ing to override the veto.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Madam Speaker, I
rise in opposition to the President’s
veto.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs.
COLLINS].

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, I rise in full support of the
amendment to override the President’s
veto.

Madam Speaker, we should have known
that the education/environment President
could not care less about being the research
President. Just as his performance in Rio
showed us that he has no interest in the envi-
ronment, his veto of the H.R. 2507 has shown
us that President Bush is not serious about
the environment, education or research. The
National Institutes of Health legislation that Mr.
Bush vetoed yesterday might have helped re-
searchers find treatments for many diseases
including  diabetes, Parkinson's and
Azheimer's disease.

Instead Mr. Bush decided to play election
year politics playing to the far right by claiming
that fetal tissue research was morally repug-
nant. Well, Madam Speaker, | find it morally
repugnant to not have any concern for people
suffering from diseases for which there is
today no cure but that could possibly be found
in the future through fetal research. | find it
morally repugnant for the Government not to
be responding to ways to cure diseases facing
its populace. | and millions of other Americans
are outraged by our President's lack of under-
standing of the gravity of this issue and of his
veto of the NIH legislation.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, | yield my-
self the balance of our time.

The decision by the President to veto this
bill was a decision based on pure politics. But
it is not cheap politics, because it is going to
cost lives. It is going to eliminate hope. It is
going to cause millions of American families
grief and suffering. It will affect the elderly
people in the prime of their lives, and children
who are yet unborn who will not have a
chance to have genetic defects corrected.

The decision to ignore these people, | think,
is one that can only occur in an election year
and should never occur in a country that cares
about its own people.

| say to my Republican friends: do not vote
with the President simply because you are Re-
publicans. This is a bipartisan matter. Vote for
this bill because it is the right thing to pass. It
is right to put into law programs for research,
for hope, and for saving lives.

Madam Speaker, | ask for an “aye” vote for
the legislation.
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Mr. SANDERS. Madam Speaker, | rise in
strong support of the National Institutes of
Health reauthorization bill and urge my col-
leagues to vote to override yet another veto of
President Bush.

This country, Madam Speaker, does not
need more B-2 bombers, more funding for
star wars, or for research into nuclear weap-
ons development. But it does need signifi-
cantly more funding for research into long-ne-
glected women's health needs—into the epi-
demic of breast cancer, ovarian cancer, and
research into all other kinds of cancer—that
killer disease which will afflict one out of three
Americans.

Madam Speaker, in my State of Vermont
the citizens of our State, led mostly by
women, are demanding that the Federal Gov-
emment play an increased role in the preven-
tion and treatment of cancer. In our State, for
example, as in much of New England, breast
cancer is at epidemic proportion, with a mor-
tality rate far higher than in other areas of the
country.

In this legislation, vetoed by the President,
is the 1992 Cancer Registries Amendment
Act—a bill which | introduced in the House
and Senator PATRICK LEAHY of Vermont intro-
duced in the Senate. This bill would create a
nationwide system of uniform statewide cancer
registries which will enable each State to col-
lect uniform data on those afflicted with can-
cer, including age, residence, occupation,
stage of disease and treatment. This legisla-
tion was hailed by Dr. John Healey of Sloan-
Kettering Memorial Cancer Center, in a major
article in this month’s Reader's Digest, as “the
cancer weapon America needs most." This
legislation, strongly endorsed by the American
Cancer Society, the congressional women's
caucus, and many other cancer organizations,
also contains funds to study why New England
and the Mid-Atlantic States have higher breast
cancer mortality rates than elsewhere in the

country.

Magg\m Speaker, let us get our national pri-
orities right. Let us override this Presidential
veto and give hope to millions of American
families who are struggling with terrible dis-
eases that modern research has the capability
of curing.

Ms. I-:.{7\].')’\TEF!S‘ Madam Speaker, at a time
when this Nation is recognizing that the
women of this country have been excluded,
denied, and dismissed in all of our institutions,
and when many well-meaning citizens are at-
tempting to correct this at every level, public
policy polls reflect the desire for this change,
it is amazing that the President does not get
it, does not understand, is not tuned in. He
simply has little or no idea, no vision for lead-
in(.f us in a real manner on this issue.

t is amazing that in 1992 the President
would veto a bill that would encourage the
kind of research that would save women's
lives. It has been well documented that
women have been left out of every major clini-
cal trial and missing from every important co-
hort study.

The Office for Research on Women's Health
needs to be made permanent to help save
women’s lives. Not my life, or the lives of the
other women in Congress, but the lives of
your mothers, sisters, wives, daughters, and
granddaughters. And to save the lives of the
women close to the President, too.
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| am amazed that the President does not
have this understanding. Given that he is sim-
ply out of the loop when it comes to being in
touch with what is important to the American
people, let us not be forced to send women to
an earlier death, simply because they are
women.

| urge my colleagues to support the veto
override of H.R. 2507.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Madam Speaker, | rise
today to express my opposition to yesterday's
veto by President Bush of H.R. 2507, the Na-
tional Institutes of Health [NIH] Reauthoriza-
tion Act. This single action by the President is
an abomination to the people of the United
States, and | strongly urge my colleagues to
vote with me in overriding this veto.

As we all know, President Bush constantly
criticizes Congress for being influenced by
special interest groups but this veto dem-
onstrates that he is the one held hostage by
a special interest group. | do not understand
why President Bush does not have the cour-
age to do what is best for our country. The
President may be able to use this veto to ap-
pease some members of the anti-choice
movement but this is not nor has it ever been
an abortion bill. Rather this important piece of
legislation is a life-enhancement bill.

In 1988, the Reagan administration placed a
moratorium on Federal funding for transplant
research involving fetal tissue obtained from
induced abortions pending a study by an NIH
advisory committee. Later in that same year,
two separate NIH advisory committees rec-
ommended that the research be allowed as
long as the Federal Government included spe-
cific provisions to ensure that women do not
have abortions in order to supply fetal tissue.
However, the Bush administration has contin-
ued to impose the ban indefinitely. | am
amazed that President Bush has decided that
it is more important to put the politics over
people’s lives.

| know | am not the first Member of Con-
gress to inform the President that the authors
of H.R. 2507, including my distinguished col-
league from California, Mr. WAXMAN, in re-
sponse to these specific concerns raised by
the NIH advisory committees, made sure that
the bill contains the necessary ethical safe-
guards. Also, various health organizations
have contacted me and stated that fetal tissue
research is vital and may lead to a cure for
Parkinson's disease, diabetes, and Alz-
heimer's disease. | cannot turn my back to
these people.

As important as the issue of fetal tissue re-
search may be, this is only a portion of a bill
that authorizes Federal funds for the National
Cancer Institute—with specific language in-
cluded for breast, gynecological, and prostate
cancer research—the National Heart, Lung,
and Blood Institute, and the National Institute
of Aging to name just a few. Also, this bill in-
cludes language that mandates the inclusion
of women and minorities as subjects in clinical
research.

This is truly a life-saving bill, and | urge my
colleagues to vote with me to overturn the
President's veto.

Mr. HOAGLAND. Madam Speaker, | want to
express my support for H.R. 2507, a bill to ex-
tend several of the National Institutes of
Health [NIH] as we consider today President
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Bush's veto of this important bill. A major rea-
son | support H.R. 2507 is that it elevates at-
tention to women's health.

Women's health care has been given the
back seat for far too long. Men have domi-
nated the health research agenda and most
physicians have been men. Many women
have to make important decisions about their
health and well-being with inadequate informa-
tion.

Women have some unique needs particu-
larly those related to reproductive health. Most
women spend 90 percent of their lives trying
either to postpone or avoid giving birth. And
as women age, their reproductive health care
needs evolve.

One in nine women will develop breast can-
cer in her lifetime, up from only 1 in 20 in
1961. Seventy percent of these women have
no known risk factors for the disease.

Heart disease is the leading killer of Amer-
ican women. American women have a one in
two chance of developing a heart ailment.

And contrary to the assumption that AIDS is
a gay men's illness, women are the fastest
growing group infected with the virus.

This is unacceptable.

H.R. 2507 addresses women's health needs
in several ways. The bill expands research on
breast cancer and other reproductive cancers.
These are diseases that are kiling hundreds
of thousands of women each year, and we
need much more basic information if we are
ever to prevent or successfully treat these
cancers.

The bill permanently establishes the Office
for Research on Women'’s Health at NIH and
requires inclusion of women in clinical re-
search trials. No longer will women be ex-
cluded from studies unless there is a good sci-
entific reason to exclude them.

HR. 2507 expands research on
osteoporosis, a disease that disproportionately
affects women and is a major cause of chronic
disability in the elderly. Osteoporosis affects
24 million Americans and results in $10 billion
in associated health care costs.

H.R. 2507 would begin to correct many
years of neglect. | urge my colleagues to sup-
port the bill in the interest of bringing hope
and good health to milions of American
women.

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Madam Speaker, yester-
day, the President vetoed legislation which
held the hope of life for millions of Americans.
This legislation overturned the administration’s
ill-conceived ban on the use of fetal tissue in
scientific research. The scientific community is
united in its belief that the use of fetal tissue
for scientific research may hold a cure for Alz-
heimer's disease, leukemia, Parkinson's dis-
ease, and diabetes. Even the administration’s
scientific advisory panel has recommended
the Government's sponsorship of fetal re-
search. Yet the President has decided to con-
tinue to enforce this ban which will slow or
even halt the discovery of treatments and
cures for life threatening diseases.

Madam Speaker, this is pro-life legislation. It
will allow the continuation and expansion of
lifesaving research. This legislation will not en-
courage abortions because the ethical require-
ments in this legislation would prevent such
action. Instead, lifting the moratorium will save
lives for those suffering from devastating dis-
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eases. Politics must not stand in the way of
potentially lifesaving research.

Today, | will be voting to restore hope for
millions of Americans. | encourage all of my
colleagues to join me in overriding the Presi-
dent’s veto.

Mrs. MINK. Madam Speaker, | come to this
well today with great dismay that we must
once again ask this body to override President
Bush’s veto of a bill that is vital to the future
of American women.

The NIH reauthorization bill includes the
most comprehensive women’s health initiative
ever to pass this Congress. But once again,
the President has chosen to play politics with
the lives of millions of women across this Na-
tion. Women who are suffering from breast
cancer or crippled by osteoporosis. Those who
are diagnosed with heart disease but have no
proper treatment because research and clini-
cal trials have primarily included men. Women
who suffer from ovarian cancer, two-thirds of
whom will die because there is no early detec-
tion test for this disease. These are the
women who will suffer if the NIH reauthoriza-
tion bill is not enacted into law.

Madam Speaker, for over a century, the
women of this Nation have suffered from ne-
glect by the medical establishment and the
lack of Federal funds for research on women’s
health needs. For the last decade many
women and men in this body have put tremen-
dous effort into correcting these inequities. But
now as we are right on the very brink of ap-
proving the largest increase for women's
health research it is being snatched away be-
fore our very eyes.

The women of this country deserve better.
We deserve the chance to be part of the
health research that is conducted with Federal
funds, we deserve a chance to participate in
clinical trials, we deserve a chance to lead
healthy and fulfilling lives.

By voting to sustain the President’s veto you
will be denying women of these rights. | urge
my colleagues, do not get caught in this politi-
cal web, in issues that are being used to de-
tract from the central purpose in this bill which
is the future health of the citizens of this coun-
try, both men and women.

Vote “aye” to override the veto of the NIH
reauthorization bill.

Mr. FAZIO. Madam Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of overriding the President’s veto of H.R.
2507, the bill that will reauthorize funding for
the National Institutes of Health [NIH).

The President says that he vetoed H.R.
2507 because he does not support the provi-
sions that overturn the ban on fetal tissue re-
search. This ban went into effect in 1988,
when the Reagan administration barred fund-
ing of research performed on transplanted
fetal tissue obtained through induced abor-
tions. The research was prohibited—sup-
posedly temporarily—pending recommenda-
tions of an NIH advisory committee.

Needless to say, 4 years later, we find our-
selves still stifled by the Reagan ban, in spite
of the fact that this very same Reagan-ap-
pointed advisory committee determined that
this research is acceptable, so long as ethical
guidelines are developed. We find ourselves
still stifled by the Reagan ban even though Dr.
Otis Bowen, who was Reagan’s Secretary of
Health and Human Services and who origi-
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nally ordered the ban back in 1988, has now
come out of retirement to say that the ban
should have been lifted years ago.

The President is ignoring the fact that fetal
tissue research holds tremendous promise for
a number of incurable diseases and condi-
tions, including Parkinson’s disease, diabetes,
Alzheimer's disease, and epilepsy, as well as
for the prevention of birth defects. Doctors
have found that, if fetal tissue is transplanted
into a diseased or disabled part of a patient's
body—such as the brain of a Parkinson’s dis-
ease victim—the fetal tissue cells may begin
to function as units of the patient's disabled
organ, causing the patient's health to improve.
Unlike adult cells, transplanted fetal cells are
not rejected by the patient’s body. There are
people whose lives are unalterably changed
by the impact of fetal tissue research—adults
and children—both born and unborn—whose
lives are extended due to fetal tissue trans-

ants.

H.R. 2507 now lifts the ban on fetal tissue
research, and the President is using his oppo-
sition to this research to attempt to justify his
rejection of the overall bill. By doing this, how-
ever, the President is completely disregarding
the far-reaching importance and impact of
H.R. 2507. He has chosen to ignore the fact
that—if H.R. 2507 is enacted—it will enable
America's top scientists and researchers to
continue the crucial research that will lead to
the new knowledge necessary for preventing,
detecting, diagnosing, and treating disease
and disability.

H.R. 2507 includes a provision enabling all
States to set up cancer registries—for all can-
cers—operating under uniform standards. It
establishes the first congressional program
targeted specifically at breast cancer preven-
tion and cure and increases research on the
causes and prevention of breast cancer, ovar-
ian cancer and other cancers of the female re-
productive system. H.R. 2507 contains an
amendment that increases research and pre-
vention programs in prostate cancer, a dis-
ease that is diagnosed in 132,000 American
men every year.

We have to support NIH research. We can-
not afford not to invest in the kind of critical re-
search that H.R. 2507 authorizes, because it
is such an important part of the foundation of
our health care system. The life-saving re-
search at the NIH has already resulted in de-
creases in both heart disease and stroke mor-
tality in Americans of all ages. It has already
produced immunizations against the infectious
diseases that threaten our children.

American families are being overwhelmed
by the financial and emotional strain that re-
sults when a child, parent, or spouse—any
loved one—is stricken with diabetes or heart
disease or Alzheimer's or a stroke. | have re-
ceived numerous letters and phone calls from
such families in my district—the families who
have a stake in the work of the NIH. If we do
not override this veto, we will be turning our
backs on these families—on Americans whose
hopes hinge on the discovery of a cure for ju-
venile diabetes, for cancer, for kidney disease,
for arthritis.

If we do not override this veto, we will be
walking away from the opportunity to make an
up-front investment in the health of our peo-
ple. With health care costs escalating, this in-
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vestment is one of the best ways we have of
preventing the costly treatment that too often
follows when serious illness strikes. If an
ounce of prevention is really worth a pound of
cure, it makes good common sense to pass
this bill now so that we can get on with the
business of tackling the major health care re-
form challenges that are before us.

Madam Speaker, | once more acknowledge
the efforts of Chairman WaxmMAaN and the
members and staff of his subcommittee in
bringing this bill to the floor. | do not see how
we have any choice other than to support
these efforts by overriding this veto. This is
not a partisan issue. It is a health care issue
that revolves around a better understanding of
both the aging process and the lifestyle prac-
tices that affect our health. A vote for H.R.
2507 is an investment in the quality of life for
all Americans.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Madam Speaker, | rise in
support of the President's veto of the National
Institutes of Health Amendments of 1992.
There are many concepts embodied in this bill
which | support. For example, | strongly sup-
port the notion that our Nation's health care
efforts must focus more on research and care
for health problems and their effects on
women. For too long, the unique health care
needs of women have not gotten the proper
attention they deserve. In a society in which
slightly over half the population are women,
this is not an acceptable situation. Look at the
price we have paid for this oversight.

Almost as many women have died from
breast cancer as the total number of combat
deaths in Vietnam. Women account for half of
all heart disease-related deaths. Yet, for ex-
ample, a major clinical trial examining the ef-
fect of aspirin on heart disease did not include
women. Also, women make up about half of
all alcohol-dependent Americans. However,
less than 10 percent of the money spent on
research at the National Institute of Alcohol
and Alcohol Abuse is spent on problems
unique to female alcoholics.

In my State of lowa, more women than men
die of heart disease, Alzheimer’s disease, cir-
culatory diseases, and certain forms of diabe-
tes. To exclude women from research or delay
research on women's health problems for no
substantive scientific reason beyond inconven-
ience is highly objectionable. We must do
more to encourage and push NIH to imple-
ment the policy of research inclusion for which
it first voiced support in 1986. | look forward
to working with the administration and other
Members of the Congress to include more
women in medical research.

However, | cannot support overriding the
President’s veto of this conference report. As
you know, Madam Speaker, the total cost of
the provisions of this conference report ex-
ceed the President's request by $3 billion. The
administration has consistently supported in-
creased funding for NIH. Certainly, we cannot
afford to regress in our efforts to combat the
spectrum of health problems confronting our
Nation. However, we all remember clearly the
tremendous struggle the House went through
just a couple of weeks ago over the balanced
budget amendment. While there was signifi-
cant disagreement about amending the Con-
stitution, there was universal agreement on
one thing: We must take drastic steps if we
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are ever going to get the deficit under control.
Now is simply not the time to increase spend-
ing by such a huge amount even though the
programs involved are worthy.

Also, the conference report contains almost
$2 billion in spending for construction. This is
not money for critical health care research—it
is pure pork barrel spending. This $2 billion
accounts for much of the increase over the
President's request. Finally, | oppose lan-
guage in the report which would permit the
use of fetal tissue from induced abortions for
transplantation and research. While | believe
we most certainly need to do more to make
scientific research more open to women and
other minorities, | still have serious reserva-
tions about this measure. | regret worthy inten-
tions have been linked to unacceptable meas-
ures. For these reasons, | must support the
President on this matter.

Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan. Madam Speak-
er, | rise to support the vote on overriding the
President’s veto of H.R. 2507, the reauthoriza-
tion of the National Institutes of Health. This is
a strong bill and it deserves enactment.

Among the strengths of this legislation are
provisions establishing the Office of Women's
Health Research and in other ways including
women in clinical trials. After the introduction
of this measure, the NIH copied it by setting
up just such an office and is now claiming this
legislation is no longer necessary. | say this
legislation is even more necessary than it was
before. Without it, the work of the Office of
Women’s Health Research will be wihout the
support of a congressional mandate and,
hence, be subject to the whims of the Presi-
dent, of Dr. Barbara Healy, the present Direc-
tor of NIH, and of others in the administration.

This vetoed legislation also requires the in-
clusion of women and peoples of color, when
appropriate, in the samples gathered and test-
ed by the researchers funded by the Institutes.
This will address the terrible and even life-
threatening imbalance suffered when the only
subjects for whom information is available are
all from a single ethnic and gender group—
white males.

There are those who, for their own political
gain, choose to confuse supporting fetal tissue
research with supporting abortion. There are
suitable provisions contained in this bill to pre-
vent any encouragement of those seeking or
performing abortions to increase their activities
in that area. With those provisos in place,
there will be no moral difference between do-
nating tissue from an already aborted fetus
and donating organs. Neither would be done
for financial gain, neither would encourage
death or killing, both would save lives. This
emotional hyperbole is a waste of time and re-
sources.

| urge my colleagues to join with me in over-
turning this veto.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam Speaker,
it's not just a fetal tissue problem.

You know—this is just another example of
Congress’ inability to come to terms with its
runaway spending.

There is no way we will ever balance the
budget if Congress keeps spending money
like there's no tomorrow. Tomorrow is now.

Somewhere, somehow it must stop.

With a $4 trillion debt, now is not the time
to authorize $550 million to renovate buildings.
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Let's start using some common sense—and
let's start now.

Vote to sustain the President’s veto.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Madam Speaker, | rise
today in opposition to the efforts to override
the President’s veto on H.R. 2507.

The Congress has developed a recipe for a
witches brew. Take one cup of good intentions
and worthwhile programs, one cup of feasible
ideas, but add a pinch of fetal tissue provi-
sions and what do you get? Disaster. That is
what we have today.

The NIH bill is full of good programs—wom-
en’s health programs, cancer programs, AIDS
programs—all needed to help the people of
our Nation. But this body continues to create
disaster, by turning good legislation into fatal
legislation. Fatal for the unborn children of our
Nation, our future citizens.

Madam Speaker, the President has done a
wise thing by vetoing this legislation and | will
support this action. | want to support the veto
and my constituents want me to do it. Let me
share with you a letter | received from a
woman in Las Vegas in my State of Nevada.
It reads:

Thank you for your vote against fetal issue
for research experimentation. We need to do
all we can to make abortions less advan-
tageous, we must do everything possible to
not encourage the use of aborted babies.
*** ] am 51 years old and could possibly
benefit from findings of studies of Alz-
heimer’s et cetera. However, I would not
want my life spared, or even discomforts
eased, if it took the life of an infant. I would
rather be disabled or dead.

Madam Speaker, as a breast cancer survi-
vor, | know what it is like to be thinking about
death. It is extremely scary. But like this con-
stituent, | could not live with the guilt of having
killed an unborn child to save my own life.
Luckily, we do now have an alternative.

The President has established a fetal tissue
research bank. This bank is supported by Dr.
C. Everett Koop, the former Surgeon General;
as well as the Secretary of HHS Louis
Sulivan, the Director of NIH Dr. Bernadine
Healy, and the Assistant Secretary of the Pub-
lic Health Service Dr. James Mason. Outside
of the Federal Government, researchers from
UCLA, Georgetown, the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill, and the Universities of
Southern California have all stated their sup-
port for this proposal. This proposal will work.
We have already seen promising results in
treating Hurlers syndrome with such tissues.
We must continue to use this untapped source
of normal viable fetal tissue.

Madam Speaker, let's work together to
enact the worthy provisions of this legislation.
Let's support the funding for research on
breast, ovarian, and other cancers; diabetes,
heart, and other devastating diseases. Let's
stress the importance of the participation of
women in medical research. But we must not
pass disaster. We don't want it and our con-
stituents certainly don't want it. | urge my col-
leagues to vote “no” on the NIH veto override
and urge them to wait for legislation which will
benefit all generations, living and future.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is, Will
the House, on reconsideration, pass the
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bill, the objections of the President to
the contrary notwithstanding?

Under the Constitution, this vote
must be determined by the yeas and
nays.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 271, nays
156, not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 222]
YEAS—271

Abercrombie Ford (MI) Mineta
Ackerman Ford (TN) Mink
Alexander Frank (MA) Moakley
Anderson Franks (CT) Molinari
Andrews (ME) Frost Montgomery
Andrews (NJ) Gallo Moody
Andrews (TX) Gejdenson Moran
Annunzio Gephardt Morella
Anthony Geren Morrison
Applegate Gibbons Mrazek
Aspin Gilchrest Murtha
Atkins Gillmor Nagle
AuCoin Gilman Natcher
Bacchus Glickman Neal (MA)
Barnard Gonzalez Neal (NC)
Beilenson Gordon Oakar
Bentley Gradison Obey
Berman Green Olin
Bevill Guarini Olver
Bilbray Hall (TX) Owens (NY)
Blackwell Hamilton Owens (UT)
Boehlert Harris Pallone
Borski Hatcher Panetta
Boucher Hayes (IL) Pastor
Boxer Henry Patterson
Brewster Hertel Payne (NJ)
Brooks Hoagland Payne (VA)
Browder Hobson Pease
Brown Hochbrueckner Pelosi
Bruce Horn Perkins
Bryant Horton Peterson (FL)
Bust Hough Pickett
Byron Hoyer Pickle
Campbell (CA) Hubbard Porter
Campbell (CO) Huckaby Price
Cardin Hughes Pursell
Carper Jacobs Rangel
Carr Jefferson Ravenel
Chandler Jenkins Reed
Chapman Johnson (CT) Richardson
Clay Johnson (8D) Ridge
Clement Johnston Riggs
Coleman (MO) Jones (NC) Rose
Coleman (TX) Jontz Rostenkowski
Collins (IL) Kaptur Roukema
Collins (MI) Kennedy Rowland
Condit Kennelly Roybal
Conyers Kildee Russo
Cooper Kleczka Sabo
Cox (IL) Klug Sanders
Coyne Kolbe Sangmeister
Cramer Kopetski Bavage
Darden Kostmayer Sawyer
DeFazio 1 1 Sch
DeLauro Lantos Schroeder
Dellums LaRocco Serrano
Derrick Laughlin Sharp
Dickinson Leach Shaw
Dicks Lehman (CA) Shays
Dingell Lehman (FL) Shuster
Dixon Levin (MI) Sikorski
Donnelly Levine (CA) Sisisky
Dooley Lewis (FL) Skaggs
Dorgan (ND) Lewis (GA) Skeen
Downey Lipinski Slattery
Durbin Lloyd Slaughter
Dwyer Long Smith (FL)
Dymally Lowey (NY) 8mith (IA)
Early Machtley Smith (TX)
Eckart Markey Snowe
Edwards (CA) Martinez Solarz
Edwards (TX) Matsui Spratt
English Mavroules Staggers
Erdreich McCloskey Stark
Espy McCurdy Btokes
Evans McDermott Studds
Fascell McHugh Swett,
Fawell McMillen (MD) Swift
Fazio Meyers Synar
Feighan Mfume Tallon
Foglietta Miller (CA) Tanner
Foley Miller (WA) Thomas (CA)
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Thomas (GA) Vento Wilson
Torres Visclosky Wise
Torricelli Washington Wolpe
Towns Waters Wyden
Traficant Waxman Yates
Traxler Weiss Yatron
Unsoeld Wheat Zimmer
Upton Whitten
Valentine Williams
NAYS—156
Allard Hayes (LA) Peterson (MN)
Allen Hefley Petri
Archer Herger Poshard
Armey Holloway Quillen
Baker Hopkins Rahall
Ballenger Hunter Ramstad
Barrett Hutto Ray
Barton Hyde Regula
Bateman Inhofe Rhodes
Bennett Ireland Rinaldo
Bereuter James Ritter
Bilirakis Johnson (TX) Roberts
Bliley Kanjorski Roe
Boehner Kasich Roemer
Broomfield Kolter Rogers
Bunning Kyl Rohrabacher
Burton LaFalce Ros-Lehtinen
Callahan Lagomarsino Roth
Camp Lent Santorum
Clinger Lewis (CA) Sarpalius
Coble Lightfoot Saxton
Combest Livi Schaef
Costello Lowery (CA) Schiff
Coughlin Luken Schulze
Cox (CA) Manton Sensenbrenner
Crane Marlenee Skelton
Cunningham Smith (NJ)
Dy yer M 11 Smith (OR)
Davis MeCandless Solomon
de la Garza MecCollum Spence
DeLay McCrery Stallings
Doolittle McDade Stearns
Dornan (CA) McEwen Stenholm
Dreler MeGrath Stump
Duncan McMillan (NC) Sundquist
Emerson Michel Tauzin
Ewing Miller (OH) Taylor (MS)
Fields Mollchan Taylor (NC)
Fish Moorhead Th (WY)
Gallegly Murphy Thornton
Gaydos Myers Vander Jagt
Gekas Nichols Volkmer
Gingrich Nowak Vucanovich
Goodling Nussle Walker
Goss Oberstar Walsh
Grandy Ortiz Weber
Gunderson Orton Weldon
Hall (OH) Oxley Wolf
Hammerschmidt Packard Wrylie
Hancock Parker Young (AK)
Hansen Paxon Young (FL)
Hastert Penny Zelifr
NOT VOTING—8
Bonior Flake McNulty
Edwards (OK) Hefner Schumer
Engel Jones (GA)
0 1213
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote.

Mr. Jones of Georgia and Mr. Flake for,
with Mr. Edwards of Oklahoma against.

Mr. RAMSTAD changed his vote
from *“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

S0, two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof, the veto of the President
was sustained and the bill was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The message and the
bill was referred to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

The Clerk will notify the Senate of
the action of the House.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | was attending
my son’s graduation and missed rollcall vote
222, on the veto override of H.R. 2507, the
National Institutes of Health authorization. Had
| been present, | would have voted “aye”.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4318

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
withdrawn from the sponsorship of the
bill, H.R. 4318.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON TRANSPORTATION AND HAZ-
ARDOUS MATERIALS AND COM-
MITTEE ON ENERGY AND COM-
MERCE TO SIT DURING 5-MINUTE
RULE ON TODAY AND BALANCE
OF THE WEEK

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I ask that
the Subcommittee on Transportation
and Hazardous Materials and the full
Committee on Energy and Commerce
be permitted to sit during proceedings
of the House under the 5-minute rule
today and subsequent days of this
week.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
announce that pursuant to clause 4 of
rule I, the Speaker signed the following
enrolled bill on Tuesday, June 23, 1992:

Senate 2703. An act to authorize the Presi-
dent to appoint Gen. Thomas C. Richards to
the Office of Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration.

AGREEMENT BETWEEN REPUBLIC
OF ESTONIA AND THE UNITED
STATES CONCERNING FISH-
ERIES—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. No. 102-349)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and, together with the accom-
panying papers, without objection, re-
ferred to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the Magnuson
Fishery Conservation and Management
Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-265; 16 U.S.C.
1801, ef seq.), I transmit herewith an
Agreement between the Government of
the United States of America and the
Government of the Republic of Estonia

16059

Concerning Fisheries off the Coasts of
the United States, with annex, signed
at Washington on June 1, 1992. The
agreement constitutes a governing
international fishery agreement within
the requirements of section 201(c) of
the Act.

Fishing industry interests of the
United States have urged prompt im-
plementation of this agreement to take
advantage of opportunities for seasonal
cooperative fishing ventures.

GEORGE BUSH.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 23, 1992.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 527, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1993

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 499 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 499

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5427) making
appropriations for the Legislative Branch for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
which shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations, the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. All points of order against provisions in
the bill for failure to comply with clause 2 or
6 of rule XXI are waived. The amendment
printed in section 2 shall be considered as
adopted in the House and in the Committee
of the Whole. No other amendment shall be
in order except those printed in the report of
the Committee on Rules accompanying this
resolution. Unless otherwise provided in this
resolution, amendments shall be considered
in the order and manner specified in the re-
port except that an amendment in the form
of a limitation or retrenchment shall remain
subject to the provisions of clauses 2(c) and
2(d) of rule XXI. Unless otherwise specified
in the report, each amendment may be of-
fered only by the named proponent or a des-
ignee, shall be considered as read, shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not be
subject to a demand for division of the ques-
tion in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. Any time specified in the report for
debate on an amendment shall be equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent. All points of order under clause 2
of rule XXI against the amendments in the
report numbered 1 and 9 are waived. When
the Committee rises and reports the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

Sec. 2. The amendment considered as
adopted in the House and in the Committee
of the Whole is as follows:
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On page 34, strike line 17, beginning with
“Notwithstanding’ through line 20, ending
with “amounts” and insert in lieu thereof
“Amounts’.

On page 34, insert on line 3 after ‘‘use’ the
following: **: Provided, That no such amounts
may be transferred before the date of the en-
actment of an Act authorizing the use of
funds for that purpose.”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

0 1220

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 499
provides for the consideration of H.R.
5427, the legislative branch appropria-
tions bill for 1993, The rule provides for
1 hour of general debate, equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Appropriations Committee.

The resolution waives all points of
order against the bill for failure to
comply with clause 2 of rule XXI. This
provision prohibits unauthorized ap-
propriations or legislative provisions
in general appropriation bills. In addi-
tion, the resolution waives all points of
order against the bill for failure to
comply with clause 6 of rule XXI. This
clause prohibits reappropriations in
general appropriation bills.

The resolution provides that upon its
adoption the amendment printed in
section 2 of the rule is considered as
having been adopted in the House and
the Committee of the Whole. This
amendment would prohibit the transfer
of funds from the Library of Congress
to the Architect of the Capitol until
subsequent authorizing legislation is
enacted.

The rule also provides that only
those amendments printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules will be
in order. The amendments may be con-
sidered only in the order and manner
specified, except that limitation
amendments must be considered under
the procedures set out in clauses 2 (¢)
and (d) of rule XXI. These provisions
require the motion to rise be defeated
before a limitation amendment is in
order. The rule also provides that the
amendments in the report are not sub-
ject to amendment nor to a demand for
a division of the question.

The rule waives clause 2 of rule XXI
against the Swett-Klug amendment,
amendment No. 1, and against the
Walsh-Roberts amendment, amend-
ment No. 9. Finally, the rule provides
for one motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, this rule will allow the
House to consider H.R. 5427, the legisla-
tive branch appropriations bill for 1993.
The bill would appropriate a total of
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$1.8 billion, of which approximately
$1.075 billion would support directly
the operations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and House-Senate joint
items. The remaining $733.0 million
would fund the operations of other
Government agencies, including the Li-
brary of Congress, the General Ac-
counting Office, the Government Print-
ing Office, and the Copyright Royalty
Tribunal.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fiscally respon-
sible bill any way you look at it. The
total appropriated is just under $20
million below last year's appropria-
tions. Overall outlays, which have di-
rect impact on the Federal deficit, will
be reduced by $104 million under last
year for the agencies covered by the
bill, which is 5.7 percent under fiscal
1992 outlays currently projected by the
Congressional Budget Office. Moreover,
the total recommended in this bill is
$295.4 million below the President's
budget request—a reduction of 14 per-
cent.

The bill makes deep cuts that will hit
every area of legislative operations in-
cluding: a hiring freeze; a $27 million
cut in mailing costs; a $6.2 million re-
duction in congressional printing costs;
an $8.2 million cut in maintenance and
repairs; a $4.5 million cut for House
supplies and materials; a $1.2 million
reduction in police costs; and a freeze
of the Congressional Research Service
and all joint committees at last year's
level.

Mr. Speaker, since 1978 the legisla-
tive branch budget has increased less
per year than the consumer price
index. By contrast, funds for the execu-
tive branch have grown at a rate 41-
percent higher than the Ilegislative
branch. The bill does not include any
previously appropriated but unspent
funds and contains more cuts than in
any other year in the history of the
legislative branch appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 499 is
a carefully crafted rule that will expe-
dite consideration of this important
legislation. I urge my colleagues to
support the rule and the bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Doo-
LITTLE].

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I am
opposed to the rule because it restricts
what is traditionally an open process.

I rise in opposition to this rule be-
cause it does not waive points of order
against all amendments.

Specifically, the Gekas amendment,
which would close the grandfather
clause loophole and prohibit converting
excess campaign funds for personal use,
is denied such protection.

If enacted, the amendment would
allow us to treat those Members elect-
ed before 1980 the same as all others—
precluded from converting campaign
money to personal use.
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Members would have the opportunity
to donate the money to charity, sup-
port other political candidates, or re-
turn the funding to their contributors.
Any remaining funding would be re-
turned to the Treasury.

This is a responsible and badly need-
ed amendment which I strongly en-
dorse. Why should we be denied the op-
portunity to eliminate this dubious
practice? To accept this rule is to con-
done being stripped of our rights as
Members of this House.

Without protection from points of
order for all amendments, we are con-
fronted with what I call a modified gag
rule.

I deplore this rule, and I urge its de-
feat.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am ashamed to have
to say that if I were to assign a grade
to this rule, I would give it a D or an
F; a D for deceit, and an F for fraud.

Mr. Speaker, Members of this House
are being deceived and defrauded when
they are being told that this is some-
how a fair rule that makes in order 11
amendments.

Now, either intentionally or uninten-
tionally, we were tricked upstairs in
the Committee on Rules during the
rush to report this rule to the floor. We
assumed in good faith that amend-
ments made in order under this draft
rule were given the necessary protec-
tion against points of order, as they al-
ways are. That is how we have always
operated around here. So we con-
centrated our efforts on offering mo-
tions to make in order some 14 other
Republican amendments that had been
left out of this rule.

It was only after this rule was filed
and the House had adjourned that we
discovered that half of the amendments
made in order were not properly pro-
tected, and are, therefore, vulnerable
to points of order. That’s 5 out of the 11
amendments. And one other amend-
ment must go through the procedural
hoops of defeating the motion to rise if
it is to be offered at all.

In short, Mr. Speaker, we are not
talking about 11 amendments that can
be offered on this floor today. We are
talking about just 5 out of 32 that were
filed. Only five may come to an actual
vote.

Mr. Speaker, what kind of goings on
is this?

Mr. Speaker, I think it is disingen-
uous for the Committee on Rules to
lead Members to believe their amend-
ments have been made in order and
then fail to give them the proper pro-
tection.

Members, especially newer Members
around here, have a tough time, as does
the press upstairs and the American
people watching this charade, in under-
standing the Committee on Rules' ma-
nipulations as it is. This rule deserves
the contempt and scorn of this House
on that basis alone.
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But on top of that, of the 14 Repub-
lican amendments not included in this
rule, 10 were legitimate cutting amend-
ments that would be allowed under a
normal appropriations amendment
process, just like we had last year.
Nothing happened. The place did not
fall apart last year. But for no good
reason, they were excluded from this
rule this year.

Mr. Speaker, this rule is an insult to
every Member of this House and an ab-
dication of the constitutional powers of
the Congress. It must be defeated if we
have any pride and any respect left for
this institution.

This is the first time in my 14 years
in this body, and, to the best we can
determine, the first time in history,
that the Committee on Rules has rec-
ommended limiting the amendment
process on a legislative branch appro-
priations bill. And today the Commit-
tee on Rules may consider reporting a
similar rule for the foreign operations
appropriations bill, the fourth such
rule for that bill. The committee is
meeting upstairs on that right now.

Mr. Speaker, every once in a while I
think we would do well to take a step
back and consider just what the Fram-
ers of our Constitution had in mind and
just how much we have departed from
their original intent.

With that in mind, Mr. Speaker, let
me read just briefly from Federalist
No. 58 by James Madison:

This power over the purse may, in fact, be
regarded as the most complete and effectual
weapon with which any Constitution can
arm the immediate representatives of the
people for obtaining redress of every griev-
ance and for carrying into effect every just
and salutary measure.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
leagues to seriously consider those
words from one of our Founders in the
context of this rule. Here we are, deal-
ing with one of our 13 regular appro-
priations bills, exercising one of the
most important constitutional powers
we have: The power of the purse. And
we are being asked by the Committee
on Rules to limit that power, to re-
strict ourselves, to in effect disarm
ourselves of what Madison referred to
as our ‘‘most complete and effectual
weapon.'

Mr. Speaker, I just cannot imagine
my colleagues engaging in this kind of
unilateral disarmament, any more
than I can imagine the President giv-
ing up his powers as Commander in
Chief. The power of the purse is one
which has been wielded by both parties
and members of all ideological persua-
sions to effect policy change in the ad-
ministration.

Mr. Speaker, the power of the purse
should be just as applicable when it
comes to the spending policies of this
Congress as it is to the spending poli-
cies of the executive branch. Is this to
be another instance in which we ex-
empt ourselves from the same scrutiny
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we inflict on others? I would hope not.
Lord knows we are not “Simon Pure™
around here.

Mr. Speaker, last week when I
learned that the Committee on Rules
was requiring the advance filing of
amendments to both the legislative
branch and foreign operations appro-
priations bills, I wrote to the Speaker
and urged that you reverse what I
called this ill-conceived precedent.
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I went on in that letter to observe
that a similar restriction on a rule last
year on the foreign operations bill set
off a storm of protest in this House
that led to a meeting in your office.

What initially came out of that
meeting, Mr. Speaker, was an olive
branch from you on the issue of restric-
tive rules and our minority right to re-
commit., I am afraid that the only
thing we are left with from that olive
branch today is the shaft, Mr. Speaker,
because that is what we have been get-
ting over and over again from the ma-
jority this year.

Mr. Speaker, it is not unreasonable
to ask that this House follow the regu-
lar order on appropriations bills. It has
worked for over 200 years. Yes; 200
years.

I would point out that I am not ask-
ing for a special rule to make in order
nongermane amendments or legislative
or unauthorized provisions.

While the majority does regularly re-
port those kinds of amendments, all I
am asking for is an open rule that is
provided for under standing rules. I am
simply asking for a return to the regu-
lar amendment process. There is not a
great deal of political mischief that
can be done with such simple amend-
ments, contrary to what the Speaker
seems to think. If there is anything po-
litical about this whole process it is
the majority’'s imposition of an unfair
rule that arbitrarily restricts the
amendment process for the purpose of
protecting the majority’s turf. That
should not be any more exempt from
fiscal scrutiny than the military con-
struction bill that was on the floor yes-
terday. And that process worked fine
under an open rule.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I hope
this House will be infused with a fresh
sense of historical, constitutional, and
fiscal purpose by voting down the pre-
vious question on this rule so that we
can substitute an open rule, which we
are entitled to.

To support this rule is to abdicate
the most important power we have as
Members of the first branch of Govern-
ment, our power over the purse strings
of this Government. Once we lose that,
I think we have forfeited the most sa-
cred trust placed in our hands by the
people who sent us here.

Mr. Speaker, enough is enough is
enough is enough is enough. We need to
defeat the previous question and pass a
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rule that will allow an open amend-
ment process so we can make cutting
amendments or adding amendments as
provided for under the standing rules of
this House.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a copy of the letter to which I
referred and a document entitled ‘‘Re-
strictive Rules on Appropriations Bills,
95th-102nd Congresses."”

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 18, 1992.
The Speaker,
U.S.House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing to strong-
ly protest announced plans to. restrict
amendments on the Legislative Branch and
Foreign Operations Appropriations Bills.

As you will recall, last year at this time a
furor was provoked in the House over a rule
limiting amendments to the foreign oper-
ations bill. As we noted at the time, it was
virtually unprecedented to prevent Members
from offering simple cutting amendments
under an open amendment process. And that
is virtually all they are left with given exist-
ing rules against legislating and authorizing
on appropriations bill, and give the fact that
most bills are already up against their budg-
et allocation spending ceilings. Cutting
amendments are not too complicated to deal
with under an open amendment process.

To further restrict the rights of Members
by requiring the pre-filing of amendments
with the Rules Committee, and thereby giv-
ing it the right to pick and choose which to
make in order, severely cripples the legisla-
tive process and our most fundamental pre-
rogative under the Constitution to appro-
priate money and exercise the powers of the
purse string.

I strongly urge you and your majority
leadership to reconsider and reverse this ill-
conceived precedent, especially if, as it ap-
pears, it is being applied selectively. Con-
gress already has lost enough of this prerog-
ative without its consciously trying to fur-
ther dilute its most fundamental prerogative
to appropriate and control government
spending.

Sincerely yours,
GERALD B. SOLOMON,
Member of Congress.

RESTRICTIVE RULES ON APPROPRIATIONS
BILLS, 95TH-102ND CONGRESSES
95TH CONGRESS
Four restrictive rules were granted on reg-
ular appropriations bill: H. Res. 664 on H.R.
7932, the Legislative Branch Appropriations
bill, permitting open amendment process ex-
cept only one specified amendment on the
subject of Congressional pay; H. Res. 1236 on
H.R. 12928, Public Works Appropriations,
prohibiting amendments only in one speci-
fied area; H. Res. 1220 on H.R. 12929, Labor-
HEW Appropriations, making in order only
two amendments to the abortion section;
and H. Res. 1230 on H.R. 12932, Interior, pro-
hibiting amendments that would make the
availability of appropriations contingent on
enactment of the relevant authorizations.
96TH CONGRESS
One restrictive rule, H. Res. 335, was grant-
ed on a regular appropriation bill, H.R. 4389,
Labor-HEW Appropriations, permitting only
two amendments to the section on abortion.
§7TH CONGRESS
No restrictive rules were granted on a reg-
ular appropriation bill.
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98TH CONGRESS

No restrictive rules were granted on a reg-
ular appropriations bill.

%TH CONGRESS

One restrictive rule (H. Res. 481) was grant-
ed on a regular appropriations bill: H.R. 5052,
the Military Construction Appropriations
bill, but it did not affect the regular amend-
ment process—only a new title relating to
Contra Aid.

100TH CONGRESS

One restrictive rule (H. Res. 457) was grant-
ed on a regular appropriations bill, H.R. 4637,
the Foreign Operations Appropriations bill,
permitting only 18 amendments printed in
the Rules Committee report (11 Republican
and T Democrat).

101ST CONGRESS

One restrictive rule (H. Res. 425) was grant-
ed on a regular appropriations bill, H.R. 5114,
the Foreign Operations Appropriations bill,
permitting only 11 amendments printed in
the Rules Committee report (8 Democrat and
3 Republican).

102ND CONGRESS, (FIRST SESSION)

One restrictive rule (H. Res. 177) was grant-
ed on a regular appropriations bill, H.R. 2621,
Foreign Operations Appropriations, permit-
ting only 11 amendments (6 Democrat and 5
Republican).

[Note: The above data does not include
rules for continuing resolutions (CRs).]

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I normally do not pay much atten-
tion to those wild accusations like
were just made about the Committee
on Rules, but I do think that someone
must stand up and remind the gen-
tleman, and he is a very bright guy,
one of the brightest guys in this body,
a good friend of mine, but he very well
knows, because he was in the Commit-
tee on Rules, that there were 32 amend-
ments that were submitted. Five were
withdrawn, 2 submitted late, and that
we allowed 12 under the rule.

I understand that some of those are
subject to a point of order, but there
are several that are not. And of those
12, 10 are Republican amendments and
2 were Democratic amendments.

My colleagues may disagree with the
rule, and they may disagree with what
the rule allows us to consider. But I
really do think it is quite unfair, and
the gentleman does not do himself
much favor in the eyes of the rest of
the House when he so unfairly, in my
opinion, criticizes the Committee on
Rules, not just criticizing what it is
doing but criticizing it personally.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DERRICK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman, who I have a
great deal of respect for, there is one
thing I am very proud of. If the gen-
tleman reads the Almanac of Politics
and the Congressional Quarterly, they
quote two things about me in there,
and they say that ‘‘Gerry Solomon does
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not take cheap shots, that he is recog-
nized on both sides of the aisle for
that.”

But when I get exercised over what
happened up there yesterday, my good
friend, when I read the rule, which
states that all points of order under
clause 2 are waived for amendments 1
and 9, that is just unprecedented, my
good friend, and the gentleman
knows it.

It normally would say amendments 1
through 9. We did not ask the gen-
tleman to read the whole rule. We did
not ask to take up the time. We ex-
pected good faith explanations of the
bill. That did not appear on the attach-
ment.

The gentleman knows it. That is why
we are 8o concerned on this side of the
aisle.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say this, that I will stand by my
original statement, that I think the
gentleman does not do himself any jus-
tice of the person that he is, nor does
he do the committee on which he
serves, when I think he is so unfairly
critical in a very personal way of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAR-
PER].

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

This legislative branch appropria-
tions bill is brought to us today by a
subcommittee that is headed by two of
the people in the House that I most re-
spect: the gentleman from California
[Mr. FAZIO] and the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS]. They have
done, I believe, good work.

It has been mentioned thus far in the
debate on the resolution that cuts, sig-
nificant cuts are to be made in the way
we spend money to run the legislative
branch of our Government. I do not
want to overstate the magnitude of
those cuts, but indeed, if this bill is
adopted, just as it is before us today,
we will spend roughly $20 million less
in 1993 to run the legislative branch of
our Government than we are spending
in 1992,

Some would argue that $20 million is
not a lot of money, but I would say it
is a lot better than spending $20 mil-
lion more or $200 million more or $2 bil-
lion more.

For us to be realistic, I think it is
important that we remember, we are
not going to balance the budget by cut-
ting spending in this bill. We could zero
this bill out entirely. We could zero out
each of the 12 appropriation bills that
deal with domestic discretionary
spending entirely. Or, alternatively, we
could elect to eliminate entirely the
Defense appropriations bill, and by
doing any one of those alone, we will
not have eliminated our budget deficit.
We will still have a significant budget
deficit, unless we also address runaway
entitlement program spending that is
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outside the jurisdiction of the appro-
priations committee.

Again, the cuts that will be offered in
amendments here today are not of a
magnitude that will make an appre-
ciable difference in the size of our
budget deficit. What is important is
that we demonstrate some leadership
by example and tighten our belts in the
legislative branch of our government.

Of the 30 or so amendments that were
requested to be made to this bill, some
have merit. Some are dubious, and
some are what the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] refers to as “pos-
ing for political holy pictures.”

Having said that, though, I am not
comfortable with our effectively limit-
ing the ability of Members to offer as
few as six amendments to this bill by
adopting the rule now before us. I am
happy to stand with the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZzIO] and with
others to argue, to speak against
amendments that have no merit and to
defeat them, as we should. I am happy
for us to limit the amount of time that
can be allotted to discuss an amend-
ment, 5 minutes, 10 minutes, whatever,
to get them over and out of the way,
particularly those that are not meri-
torious.

I do not believe we should be limiting
the number of amendments that can be
offered to this bill as severely as this
rule, in reality, limits them.

My leadership of this House, a leader-
ship that I helped to elect, worked hard
2 weeks ago to defeat the balanced
budget amendment that I had worked
on for 7 years.

We debated it, had a fair fight. Those
of us who supported the amendment be-
lieved its adoption and ratification
would lead to reducing our budget defi-
cit in the years ahead. When the votes
were counted, though, we lost.

Now my same leadership seems to be
inclined to limit amendments to spend-
ing bills. I do not know how, on the one
hand, we can say we do not need an
amendment to the Constitution that
requires the President to propose a bal-
anced budget, and makes it more dif-
ficult for the Congress to unbalance
the budget, and, then having defeated
that constitutional amendment, to
limit the amendments that can be of-
fered to this spending bill or, frankly,
to other spending bills.

I do not believe this is the kind of
precedent that we want to set. It cer-
tainly is not a precedent that I am
comfortable in setting.

I will oppose this rule as a result.
One of the amendments that is not
going to be made in order today is an
amendment that would have been of-
fered by the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. HOLLOWAY]. That amendment
would have limited, or reduced some-
what, the amount of money that we
spend on committees around here.
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Everybody in this Chamber knows
that we have too many committees,



June 24, 1992

too many standing committees, too
many select committees, and too many
subcommittees of those committees.
As a result, we walk all over one an-
other’s turf, we get in the way, we
hinder the operation of our people’s
business. Yet, we are not going to have
a chance to vote for that amendment
today, or against others which deserve
to be defeated. I think that is a shame,
and I would urge the defeat of this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS],
who is the ranking member of the Leg-
islative Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in strong opposition to this
rule. It is important for the Members
to know that we are establishing a
precedent here that could indeed un-
dermine a longstanding pattern rel-
ative to appropriations bills. When
those bills come to the floor we are
spending the people’s money. If we ever
want to get a handle on our budget def-
icit we have to have access to every
item of expenditure, for indeed, the
people’s dollars are involved.

In this case, I would urge even more
intently that it is a mistake to suggest
that we ought to have a closed rule. I
do not recall a time in which the Com-
mittee on Rules produced a bill in
which they made amendments in order
that in turn were not protected; that
is, they were subject to points of order,
on the one hand, while on the other
hand that same Committee on Rules
made the decision to not approve
amendments that fully qualify in
terms of normal amendments to an ap-
propriations bill.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HOLLOWAY]
that involved dollar reductions dealing
with select committees, the amend-
ment by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS] that would do the same,
the amendment by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM] dealing
with mail, not made available for con-
sideration under this bill, when they
would be fully qualified. So it is a
closed rule establishing a process
whereby that could become the pattern
for all Appropriations Committees’
bills.

Most importantly, with this Appro-
priations Subcommittee report, it
deals with expenditures for the Mem-
bers' body. This is the people’'s body
first, but the Members work and run
this operation. Certainly they ought to
be able to speak to the question of how
we appropriate funds for those various
activities. To limit the subcommittee
report of the Committee on Appropria-
tions in this fashion by way of this rule
indeed is almost an insult to the com-
mittee process.

Indeed, in my judgment, the Commit-
tee on Rules ought to think very care-
fully about what they are bringing to
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the floor today. If this becomes the
first step to a series of limited rules on
appropriations bills, we will have
changed the direction of the appropria-
tions process. The leadership may be
undermining our capacity to get a han-
dle on our deficit.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I have
one request time, and I reserve the
right to close debate.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3% minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], who is a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Personnel
and Police of the Committee on House
Administration.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, first I want to thank
the Committee on Rules for the three
amendments that were made in order
that 1 will offer when we get to that
process, but I want to talk about the
one amendment that was exceedingly
important that was denied. In this re-
gard I want to associate myself with
the remarks of my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS],
who made some very excellent state-
ments as to the purpose here.

We had an amendment, ‘“‘we' mean-
ing the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
UpToN] and myself, which would have
reduced the official mail allowance to a
more realistic appropriation level all
members know that we would not have
forced any Members to cut their cur-
rent mailing practices. This amend-
ment would have done a very simple
thing. We would have reduced the ac-
count from $563 million, $563 million, to
$41 million. Why? Because in the off-
year, not the year of election, the last
time around we only spent $31 million.
Now we have programmed in $53 mil-
lion? Our amendment would have cut it
to $41 million and had a $10 million
cushion.

What we are seeing here is the use of
the franking appropriation as a bank
to use for other purposes. It is not
right.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. 1 am delighted to
yield to the gentleman from Michigan,
my cOSponsor.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will remember, last year he and
I both introduced and battled an
amendment to reduce franking costs
last year that, unfortunately, we lost
by 20 votes. It would have cut franking
by $20 million last year.

I would ask the gentleman from Kan-
sas, what happened to that $20 million
that we failed to cut last year?

Mr. ROBERTS. The gentleman is ex-
actly right. We would have reduced the
franking allowance from $80 million to
$59 million, so consequently we had
about $20 to $21 million that was repro-
grammed. When we considered the
emergency supplemental bill, that was
used as an offset. That went to the
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Treasury. All that money that was sup-
posed to go for the mailing costs, it
went to the Treasury as an offset for
some programs that we wanted to fund
around here.

Mr. UPTON. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, in other words, we
were arguing that we made tough
choices when we battled the constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et a couple of weeks ago, and in es-
sence, those moneys that we tried to
cut and we tried to offer with the gen-
tleman’s amendment today, in essence
it is just going to go for something
else, is that correct?

Mr. ROBERTS. Last year it was $20
million used to offset some cost in the
supplemental. This year it will be $12
million. It will be reprogrammed,
doubtlessly, for what program I know
not. There will be no hearings, there
will be a decision by the subcommittee.

This is exactly the kind of thing
most Members in this body object to.
We ought to have a mailing account
that is used for mail, not as a bank for
some other kind of reprogrammed fund.
The gentleman is entirely correct.

Mr. UPTON. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, if I might ask the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON], is it his recollection that, as we
have debated the legislative appropria-
tion bill every year, that we have had
amendments that have been offered to
reduce the franking costs?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
just say that many of the amendments
that were denied this year were al-
lowed last year under a fair procedure.

Mr. ROBERTS. If I could make the
statement, it was under the legislative
appropriations bill that we capped the
mailing cost, that we made it public
and we provided the current mail al-
lowance. This was the vehicle for re-
form. Now it is not the vehicle for re-
form, and why Members should vote
against this rule. If they vote for the
rule, they are voting for $12 million
more than they need on mailing to be
reprogrammed somewhere else. It is
not right.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I as-
sume that if the majority does have
speakers that come on the floor, they
would enlighten us. In the meantime, I
will assume they only have one
speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, there are
a number of reasons why Members
should not vote for this particular rule.
First of all, it is a flawed rule. The self-
enacting provision that they put in the
rule, they drafted it wrong. The whole
thing ends up making the bill into gib-
berish, so if Members vote for this rule,
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it is a flawed rule that they did not
even write right when they sent it
down here late last night.

Second, this is by far the single most
fraudulent rule I have seen in this Con-
gress since I have been here. Let me
tell the Members why it is a fraud. It is
a fraud first of all because it denies
Members their basic right to strike
spending from bills. This is something
which we can bet will become a prece-
dent. We can bet the Committee on
Rules will be back here with other
rules on other appropriations bills de-
signed to stop spending, and in this
case, allows spending to go forward.

Then they have the audacity, the au-
dacity to come to the floor and claim
that they made a lot of particular
amendments in order, amendments
like the Santorum amendment on the
Capitol Buildings account, or the
Gekas amendment on the grandfather
clause, or the Smith amendment on
funding of legislative branch
overheads. They claim they made those
in order. However, they did not give
them a waiver, so therefore, they are
subject to points of order.

To put those in this rule is a fraud. It
is a phony, just like this entire rule is
a fraud. It is a phony. The Committee
on Rules knew when they were writing
this bill or writing this rule that it was
a fraud and it was a phony.

Then to have people come to the
floor and to describe it as fair to the
minority, ‘“We gave you amendments,
these are something that we have given
you,” let me tell the Members, giving
us this as they strip us of our rights is
nothing. It is like when the people in
the South some years ago, I would say
to the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. DERRICK], were stripped of their
rights but were told how nice it was
that “We give you a hovel to live down
behind the plantation house.” It is a
little like when people in Germany, in
Nazi Germany, were stripped of their
rights and told how nice it was that
they were given someplace to live in a
concentration camp. That is the same
kind of petty despotism which is rep-
resented in this rule.
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I am convinced, now having seen this
rule, that what we have in the Rules
Committee are a group of petty despots
who will take nearly any stance that is
needed in order to preserve the dicta-
torship that is evolving in this House
of Representatives. They are willing to
do anything to enforce the politics of
this House.

In this particular case, the bill before
us is a bill designed to increase the
spending of the House. It is a bill de-
signed to protect the perks and to pro-
tect the privileges of the House. And
what do we have, we have the first rule
in the history that I know of, at least
in the history that I have been here,
that prevents us from stopping the
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spending, that prevents
amendments.

For example, we had a l-percent
across-the-board cut in the bill that
was brought before us yesterday. Guess
what this rule prevents? It prevents
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
STEARNS] from offering a 2-percent
across-the-board cut. Is that not some-
thing? We can have a l-percent across-
the-board cut when it comes to mili-
tary construction, but we cannot have
a 2-percent across-the-board cut in this
bill, no. You know, we cannot treat
ourselves the way we treat other ac-
counts. Or how about the franked mail.
We prevent franked mail from being
cut.

This is an absolutely despotic rule. It
ought to be rejected overwhelmingly.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
and I will take just a moment here
with this spirited criticism of the
Rules Committee and say that the gen-
tleman who just spoke very well knows
that there is a motion to recommit in
there, that he can include across-the-
board cuts, he can include all of the
other cuts that he particularly wants.

I had occasion to visit in the part of
Pennsylvania that the distinguished
gentleman represents, and I enjoyed it
very much. I found some of the finest
people in the world. And I really do re-
gret that you find it necessary to com-
pare my part of the United States with
Nazi Germany. I mean I think it is just
horrible. I have bheen up here a long
time and I do not think I have ever had
anyone who showed so little respect for
a part of the country.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will
yield, I did not compare his part of the
country. I compared two different
times when in his part of the country,
before the Civil War when there was
slavery, when people were told that
somehow they were being treated nice-
ly on the plantation. I also compared
that to the situation in Nazi Germany
and this rule to Nazi Germany where
people were also denied their rights,
and then told how well they were being
treated in the concentration camps.
That is what I was referring to. I did
not compare.

Mr. DERRICK. I will take back the
balance of my time. My interpretation
of what you said and I think most peo-
ple who were listening would under-
stand that what you really meant is
you were comparing my part of the
country with Nazi Germany, and I re-
sent it.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will
yield, that is not what the gentleman
said.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say that the next Governor of the
State of Delaware, a good Democrat
who is a fiscal conservative, I think,
spoke to this unfair rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS].

particular
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Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from yielding me the
time.

At first blush I should be grateful
that the Gekas amendment was made
in order by the Rules Committee. But
on a second glance, and after real in-
spection of the rule, I would rather it
go down with the previous question
than to accord the privilege of arguing
on a Gekas amendment that will be
subject to points of order.

The Gekas amendment will go a long
way toward reform of this body and to
raise the self-esteem of this body in the
eyes of the public. And I want very
much to argue that point of order that
is sure to bhe raised to show the ger-
maneness of it, to show the legislative
capability of it. But I would rather
forgo all of that if indeed this rule is
permitted to stand which treats every-
thing else so unfairly.

I will vote against the previous ques-
tion.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. FAWELL], chairman of the
porkbusters task force.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, this rule
obviously sets a brand new order.
Those of us who have been standing up
now and then and suggesting, we hope
in the best of ways, that cuts are in
order, are frustrated to suddenly have
this new precedent set forth which re-
quires that we must trek up to the
Rules Committee in order to offer such
amendments. With all due respect to
that body, they represent the leader-
ship, the same leadership that killed
the balanced budget amendment and
professed that Congress had the will to
be able to do something about control-
ling government spending. And as a
practical matter, what this rule says to
the ordinary Members of this body who
do not hold titles that are outstanding
and so forth, but who want to play a
part in the appropriations process—
this rule says that such rank and file
Members are not going to really be
able to play a role. We are now going to
have a filter of correct political think-
ing which we will have to be able to by-

To me this is just atrocious when you
have this kind of action taking place.
After all that we have gone through,
and at the very time when I thought
the appropriations process was opening
up to where members on the Appropria-
tions Committee were recognizing that
other Members did have things to say
of merit, then to slam the door like
this and close the open rule, words fail
me. I hope that the body will get to-
gether and for once just vote down the
darn rule.

Mr. Speaker, this rule sets a new
order. No longer can Members present
an amendment at any time during the
debate on an appropriation bill. Mem-
bers now must get prior approval from
the Rules Committee to present an
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amendment affecting—of all appropria-
tion bills—the legislative appropria-
tion bill.

If the leadership of the House does
not want an amendment to be pre-
sented on the floor of the House, it
simply will not be presented. This is
the same leadership that killed the bal-
anced budget amendment because they
said it did not make the tough deci-
sions to cut spending.

Well * * * here was your first chance
to make a tough decision. And what is
leadership’s response? Muzzle the Mem-
bers of the House on the floor. Put
them through the filter of correct po-
litical thinking. Especially those who
are not members of the appropriations
committee so they cannot cut the
money Congress spends on itself.

By limiting amendments, leadership
is saying in effect: “Trust us, we know
best how appropriations should be
cut.”

Mr. Speaker, the 34 trillion national
debt, the one-half trillion dollars of
new debt this year, the $300 billion we
must spend this year to pay interest on
the national debt; the 23 years in which
Congress has failed to balance a budg-
et; all has come about to a great extent
because of appropriation bills. The debt
fiasco did not mysteriously appear
overnight. Now, I grant you the Presi-
dents who have been in office over the
past 23 years are just as guilty as the
appropriators in bringing about this
fiscal mess.

But, muzzling the individual Mem-
bers of this Congress especially now—
smacks of an imperialism by the elite
group that rules this House. This is the
first time in my 8 years here that we've
been thus muzzled on appropriation
bills. It's the first time we have been
denied the open rule right to present
amendments to an appropriation bill.
Most of us ordinary Members do not
have important titles. But I can tell
you that this body is in great need of
advice from wherever it can get it
when it comes to setting budgets and
appropriating money.

In short, Mr. Speaker, this rule com-
ing on the heels of the defeat of the
balanced budget amendment, sets ter-
rible precedent. It illustrates a disdain
of the taxpayers of this Nation and, in-
deed, of their representatives in this
House. One may not like some of the
amendments which were to be or might
be offered if the rule were open. I would
not have voted for all of them. But, I
respectfully submit that any Member
should have a right to present them,
especially under the dire financial cir-
cumstances which fact this Nation.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SANTORUM].

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, again
the House of Representatives hits an
alltime low. Here we are, all of us who
are back home running for reelection
saying we are for reform, we are going
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to change this place, we are going to
put a new face on this place, yes, we
are out here running saying we are
going to do great things, but when the
time comes to put up, where are we?
This is a put-up vote.

Those of you in the gallery, back in
your offices, Members back home, this
is a put-up vote. You cannot go back
and say you are for reform in this in-
stitution. You cannot go back home
and say that we are going to cut this,
and we are going to put our house in
order unless you vote “no” on this
rule.

This is a put-up vote. This is one that
counts. This is one that will be re-
corded as to whether you want to re-
form this institution, cut the waste
and abuse that goes on here, put a new
face on this institution and move for-
ward. This is the vote right here on
this rule, because if you do not allow
it, then all of these amendments, good
amendments that would have been al-
lowed under any other circumstances
on an appropriation bill, we are not
going to get a chance to vote on them.

This is the vote.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio,
Mr. BOEHNER.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, this in-
stitution today is under indictment by
the American people. The need for re-
form is clear.

Last week this House, by an almost
unanimous vote, voted to put in a com-
mittee to look at institutional reform.
We cloak ourselves every day lately in
this bipartisan need for reform of the
House. One such reform that we need is
this business of sending closed rules to
this floor.

People in America think that we
have democracy in America and we
have democracy in this House. The fact
is that we do not. We only debate, and
we only vote on what the Democrat
leadership of this Congress will allow
us to consider, to debate, and to vote
on.

If I had been allowed to offer an
amendment today that I had offered in
committee, we would have stopped the
practice of allowing Members to buy
voter lists in order to target their po-
litical junk mail into the districts. I
though we were elected to represent all
of the people in our districts. But
under this closed rule, I am not allowed
to offer my amendment.

The only alternative I have is to vote
against this rule and to try to bring an
open rule to this floor.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS].

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this grossly unfair
and undemocratic rule.

Just 1 short week ago, the Members
of this House were honored to hear the
words of Russian President Boris
Yeltsin. President Yeltsin made a num-
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ber of promises to the Congress and the
people of the United States. He prom-
ised that the days of a political party
which dominated its opponents, closed
off debates, bent the rules of every
process it contrived to its advantage,
and lied about its actions would never
return to his country.

They were courageous words, but
they were not just words. We have seen
actions that legitimate these promises.
They represent a true commitment
that government will never again
trample over democracy in that coun-
try.

Remembering that speech, I feel
more betrayed than ever by the actions
of the leadership and the majority on
the Rules Committee in violating all
precedent and closing the rule on this
appropriations bill. This closed rule
shows that the normal rules which are
supposed to govern our activity are
being rendered more meaningless by
the day. We are on the verge of a tyr-
anny of the majority in this House—
the body that is supposed to ensure the
rights of every American.

Monday, I went before the Rules
Committee and presented an amend-
ment for a simple 2-percent across-the-
board cut in the legislative branch ap-
propriations bill. The amendment met
all the rules of germaneness and in no
way attempted to legislate on this ap-
propriation. In fact, a nearly identical
amendment was offered by my col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. PENNY], 2 years ago, accepted and
approved by a wide margin on the floor
of the House. Just yesterday, an
across-the-board l-percent cut was al-
lowed and approved on the military
construction appropriation.

How, by any reasonable reading of
the rules, could anything have changed
since yesterday?

The simple answer is that nothing
has changed accept the will of the lead-
ership of this House. They express con-
tempt for the full membership of this
House by their closed rule on this
amendment and contempt for the tax-
payers of this country.

This House would have been enriched
by the opportunity to consider an al-
ternative funding level for this bill.
However, that has not been allowed. I
hope all Members of this House who are
concerned with free and open debate
and the rights of all Members should
oppose this unprecedented closed rule.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss]).

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I strenuously oppose
the rule.

A few weeks ago, the Committee on
Rules took the unusual step of banning
TV from their hearings, claiming that
the topic was too technical for the
American public to understand.
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Yesterday that same committee
tossed aside an amendment by a 9-to-4
party-line vote, I am told—tossed aside
an amendment, supported by some 60 of
our colleagues, designed to save hun-
dreds of taxpayer dollars every year by
limiting the special allowance privi-
leges that we afford former Speakers to
just 3 years. That action was indefensi-
ble, and I can well understand where
the majority party did not want the
manipulation that was going on being
viewed by the people across this coun-
try on TV.

This House, not the 13 members of
the Committee on Rules or the major-
ity party of the Committee on Rules, is
charged with the responsibility of mak-
ing the budgetary decisions.

The majority party control of the
Committee on Rules has overstepped
its bounds, denying us the opportunity
to do our job. Only 18 percent of the
American public now approve of the
way this Congress is going about its
business.

Can you blame the vast majority who
think we are failing?

The refusal by the Committee on
Rules to allow reasonable money-sav-
ing amendments to reach this floor is a
very clear example of a problem.

A few majority party Members have
usurped most of the power and are ar-
rogantly refusing to do what is right.
The American people elected 435 of us
to manage the Nation’s budget. If the
majority on the Rules Committee con-
tinue to bypass that mandate, then
perhaps voters may bypass them.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. GINGRICH], the distinguished
whip.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, my friend from New
York, for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, you know, this is really
a tragic vote. One week after Boris
Yeltsin came to this Chamber to talk
about freedom, we have a petty legisla-
tive tyranny which, first of all, pro-
poses a rule in which 6 of the 11 amend-
ments in order are, in fact, subject ei-
ther to a point of order or a procedural
defeat and cannot be offered, and then
there are 14 amendments that would
cut, that are not in order.

If you vote “‘yes” on this rule, here is
what you are voting to kill: “yes" vote
kills an effort to reduce committee
funding by $1.4 million; a “yes" vote
kills prohibiting the free distribution
of CBO publications except to public li-
braries, thereby saving money; a ‘‘yes’
vote kills a reduction of CBO expenses
and salaries by $2,265,000; a ‘‘yes" vote
kills a cut of 30 percent for salaries and
expenses at the Joint Committee on
Printing; a “yes” vote kills an effort to
stop funding being used to buy voter
registration lists with taxpayer money;
a ‘‘yes’ vote kills an effort to prevent
the use of House money in a Speaker's
contingency fund beyond the current
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year; a “‘yes’ vote kills an effort to cut
the spending on former Speakers by
limiting them to 3 years of taxpayer
subsidies; a *‘yes" vote kills a 5-percent
cut in funding and expenses of standing
committees, special and select; a ‘‘yes”
vote Kkills a new section which would
limit budget authority of this act to
$1,670,000,000, the amount in fiscal year
1991. That is killed, that effort to limit
spending would be killed, by a ‘‘yes”
vote. A “‘yes” vote kills an effort to cut
the Postmaster’s budget by 50 percent.
A ‘“yes" vote kills a reduction in the
official mailing allowance by $12 mil-
lion. A *“‘yes” vote kills a reduction in
funds for franked mail by $21 million,
and a ‘yes” vote kills a 2-percent
across-the-board cut.

So do not think you can come in here
and have a free procedural vote that
nobody will know about, because the
truth is that the Democratic leadership
deliberately shaped a dictatorial rule
to block 14 amendments that would cut
spending.

Two weeks after telling us they were
against a constitutional amendment to
require a balanced budget because we
need courage now, they designed a rule
to block any effort to show courage
now. So they do not want to cut spend-
ing in the future with a balanced budg-
et amendment, and they do not want to
cut spending in the present with 14
amendments which they made out of
order.

Anyone who votes “‘yes’ on this rule
ought to expect to go back home for
the rest of this year and explain why
on each of these amendments you
voted with a machine to protect the
machine to block the cuts to ensure
the perks, to keep the American people
from having an up-and-down vote.

Let me say finally, to make in order
amendments which are subject to a
point of order is a peculiarly cynical
thing.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remainder of our time to the most
distinguished gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MICHEL], the Republican leader.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, may I
first compliment the distinguished
whip for the manner in which he laid
out for us what the real issue is here
today and the frustration, again, on
our side that we do not have an open
rule.

Earlier this day I dissunaded Members
from opposing a unanimous-consent re-
quest for one of our distinguished com-
mittees to meet during 5-minute con-
sideration of this bill, because we have
very important business to attend to in
that committee, but it would have
served as leverage built on yesterday’s
objections to what is going on here
today.

The case has to be made, as it was
made yesterday under parliamentary
tactics and procedures. Frankly, when
you are in the box that we are put in
we have no alternative but to resort to

June 24, 1992

that kind of machination from time to
time.

I, obviously, rise in opposition to the
rule. The Democrat majority is setting
a bad precedent today by restricting
amendment to an appropriation bill. It
is a sad day, again, for this House, for
our country, when the majority party
fears amendments and, therefore, re-
stricts the rights of a minority or any
Member on the majority side to offer
them. And then one wonders why the
public holds the Congress in such con-
tempt?

Where is the danger or the harm, the
sting in offering cutting amendments
to appropriation bills? If someone
wanted to cut the funds of the minor-
ity leader, I would gladly stand here
and defend my office budget. I think I
could do it in good conscience and, yes,
I think I could offer you some turnback
of that budget.

I am just saying that when I was on
the Committee on Appropriations and
we brought a bill to the floor, I sup-
ported the bill as far as I could, some-
times against cutting amendments
from my own party. Other times I
joined in attempts to cut or even led
the way.

I find it outrageous for the majority
party to say in their attempts to defeat
the balanced budget amendment that
the House did not really need that
mechanism to show its fiscal dis-
cipline, and then turn around and re-
strict the right of any Member to cut
an appropriation bill.

We have a thing around here called a
Holman rule. There is a two-step proc-
ess around here. We authorize spend-
ing, and then we appropriate. If we in
the Committee on Appropriations
found a challenge to the Holman rule,
we exercised our right in those days to
say the gentleman is violating that
rule; you cannot legislate on an appro-
priation bill. You are here to cut
spending. In those good old days, in my
junior years around here, either, both
parties, appointed conservative Mem-
bers to the Committee on Appropria-
tions, because they had the guts to say,
‘‘We are not going to appropriate every
dime authorized. We are going to shave
it down in line with what you can jus-
tify the spending for.”

What we are getting away from here
is giving Members the free opportunity
in a normal appropriation process to
simply express their will, and if you
make a good case, you will carry it. If
you make a bad case, you get voted
down.

There are some of these amendments
today I can support. Some of them I
might very well have to raise reserva-
tions to, they are too far. I know even
the one on the GAO, which I have got
all sorts of problems with, I will make
the argument at the appropriate time
that perhaps a 20 to 30-percent cut is
too much.

But give the Members an opportunity
to express their will, and let us not be
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so doggone afraid even in our own ad-
ministration of our own body so that
we can stand up here in good con-
science when the time comes and make
a case for or against the kind of spend-
ing that has to take place.

I think it is outrageous. I would ask
my colleagues to vote down the pre-
vious question. Let us have an open
rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of our time.
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a legislative
body. I think what the people of this
country want as much as anything, and
they have expressed it time and time
again in polls that are taken through-
out the country, is for us to operate in
some orderly manner and accomplish
our business. Of course, that is the pur-
pose by and large, or one of the pur-
poses, of the Rules Committee is to
structure rules to allow for the rep-
resentation to the House of bills, in
this particular case of appropriations,
so that Members will have an oppor-
tunity, maybe not to exercise every
single option that they think may be
necessary, but a reasonable number of
options to get done with our business
and then proceed on to the next matter
that is before us.

The rule that is before us is a fair
rule. There were 32 amendments sub-
mitted to the Rules Committee.

Now, obviously, anyone knows that
we cannot consider 32 amendments on
this bill. We would be here for a month
trying to do it. So it is left up to the
Rules Committee in its judgment to
try working with the minority to shape
this so that we may accomplish the
business of the House. That is what the
Rules Committee did.

Of these amendments, 5 were with-
drawn, 2 were submitted late, so that
brings us down to 25 amendments there
for serious consideration. Of those, 12
were allowed under the rule.

Now, I concede that some of those
are subject to points of order and that
could possibly result in their not being
considered.

Ten are Republican amendments and
two are Democratic amendments. That
does not sound to me like the majority
is taking any unfair advantage of the
minority.

As we consider that, we need to also
consider that this bill has been worked
down, down, down before it ever came
to the floor of the House. It is 5.7 per-
cent under 1992 fiscal outlays, 5.7 per-
cent. That is a lot more than we cut
the Defense budget. That is a lot more
than we cut other things that I do not
hear any particular complaints about.

Mr. Speaker, this is a responsible
bill. The total appropriated is $20 mil-
lion below last year’'s appropriations.
Overall outlays which have direct im-

pact on the Federal deficit will be re-
duced by $104 million under last year
for the agencies covered by this bill.

Moreover, the total recommended in
this bill is $295.4 million below the
President’s budget request, $295.4 mil-
lion below the President's request.

This bill is coming to the floor 14 per-
cent less than what the President of
the United States requested.

The bill contains a hiring freeze; a
$27 million cut in mailing costs; a $6.2
million reduction in congressional
printing costs; an $8.2 million cut in
maintenance and repairs; a $4.5 million
cut for House supplies and materials;
and a $1.2 million reduction in police
Ccosts.

There is also a freeze of the Congres-
sional Research Service and all joint
committees at last year’'s levels.

All of these cuts have already been
made resulting in a bill that is 14 per-
cent less then what the President of
the United States asked that we pass.

This is a fair rule. I have already said
that of the 12 amendments that are al-
lowed, 10 are Republican amendments,
2 are Democratic amendments.

But in addition to that, the rule pro-
vides for a motion to recommit, and
under that motion to recommit the mi-
nority can put in whatever their heart
desires. They can put across-the-board
cuts. They can do away with the Print-
ing Office. They can do away with
franking, whatever they want to do,
and give this House an opportunity to
vote on those matters.

So I suggest to you that this is a
good rule. It is a fair rule and also the
bill which we are going to ask you to
consider is also a fair bill that cuts
back.

If the amendment of the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. SWETT]
passes which does away with the so-
called slush fund business, it will be an
over 6-percent cut.

Mr. Speaker, it is a fair bill, it is a
fair rule, and I ask that you support it.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). The question is on ordering the
previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 254, nays
171, not voting 9, as follows:

Evi-
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DeLauro
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks

Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dooley
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English

Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Glickman

Allard
Allen

Archer
Armey
Atkins
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[Roll No. 223]

YEAS—254
Gonzalez Owens (UT)
Gordon Pallone
Guarini Parker
Hall (OH) Pastor
Hall (TX) Patterson
Hamilton Payne (NJ)
Harris Payne (VA)
Hatcher Pease
Hayes (IL) Pelosi
Hayes (LA) Penny
Hertel Perkins
Hoagland Peterson (FL)
Hochbrueckner Peterson (MN)
Horn Pickett
Hoyer Pickle
Hubbard Poghard
Huckaby Price
Hughes Rahall
Hutto Rangel
Jefferson Ray
Jenkins Reed
Joh (SD) Richard
Johnston Roe
Jones (NC) Roemer
Jontz Rose
Kanjorski Rostenkowski
Kaptur Rowland
Kennedy Roybal
Kennelly Russo
Kildee Babo
Kleczka Sanders
Kolter Bangmeister
Eopetski Sarpalius
Kostmayer Bawyer
LaFalce Scheuer
Lancaster Schroeder
Lantos Serrano
LaRocco Sharp
Laughlin Sikorski
Lehman (CA) Sisisky
Lehman (FL) Skaggs
Levin (MI) Skelton
Levine (CA) Slattery
Lewlis (GA) Slaughter
Lipinski Smith (FL)
Lloyd Smith (IA)
Long Spratt
Lowey (NY) Staggers
Luken Stallings
Manton Stark
Markey Stenholm
Martinez Stokes
Matsui Studds
Mavroules Bwett
Mazzoli Swift
McCloskey Synar
McCurdy Tallon
McDermott Tanner
McHugh Tauzin
McMillen (MD)  Taylor (MS)
Mfume Thomas (GA)
Miller (CA) Thornton
Mineta Torres
Mink Torricelli
Moakley Towns
Mollohan Traficant
Montgomery Traxler
Moody Unsoeld
Moran Valentine
Mrazek Vento
Murphy Visclosky
Murtha Volkmer
Nagle Waters
Natcher Waxman
Neal (MA) Weiss
Neal (NC) Wheat
Nowak Whitten
Oakar Williams
Oberstar Wilson
Obey Wise
Olin Wolpe
Olver Wyden
Ortiz Yates
Orton Yatron
Owens (NY)

NAYS—1T1
Baker Bennett
Ballenger Bentley
Barrett Bereuter
Barton Bilirakis
Bateman Bliley
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Boehlert Henry Porter Berman
Boehner Herger Pursell Bevill
Broomfield Hobson Quillen Bilbray
Bunning Hopkins Ramstad Blackwell
Burton Horton Ravenel Borski
Callahan Houghton Regula Boucher
Camp Hunter Rhodes Boxer
Campbell (CA) Hyde Ridge Brewster
Chandler Inhofe Riges Brooks
Clinger Ireland Rinaldo Browder
Coble Jacobs Ritter Brown
Coleman (MO) James Roberts Bryant
Combest Johnson (CT) Rogers Bustamante
Coughlin Johnson (TX) Rohrabacher Byron
Cox (CA) Kasich Ros-Lehtinen Cardin
Crane Klug Roth Carr
Cunningham Kolbe Roukema Chapman
Dannemeyer Kyl Santorum Clay
Davis Lagomarsino Saxton Clement
DeLay Leach Schaefer Coleman (TX)
Dickinson Lent Schiff Collins (IL)
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Schulze Collins (MI)
Dornan (CA) Lewis (FL) Sensenbrenner Condit
Dreier Lightfoot Shaw Conyers
Duncan Livingston Shays Cooper
Early Lowery (CA) Shuster Cox (IL)
Edwards (OK) Machtley Skeen Coyne
Emerson Marlenee Smith (NJ) Cramer
Erdreich Martin Smith (OR) Darden
Ewing McCandless Smith (TX) de 1a Garza
Fawell McCollum Snowe DeFazio
Fields McCrery Solomon Delatio
Fish McDade Spence Dellums
Franks (CT) McEwen Stearns Derrick
Gallegly McGrath Stump Dicks
Gallo McMillan (NC) Sundquist Dingell
Gekas Meyers Taylor (NC) Diséii
Gilchrest Michel Thomas (CA) Donnelly
Gillmor Miller (OH) Thomas (WY) Dooley
Gilman Miller (WA) Upton Dorgan (ND)
Gingrich Molinari Vander Jagt Downey
Goodling Moorhead Vucanovich Durbin
Goss Morella Walker Dwyer
Gradison Morrison Walsh Dymally
Grandy Myers Weber Eckart
Green Nichols Weldon Edwards (CA)
Gunderson Nussle Wolf Edwards (TX)
Hammerschmidt Oxley Wylie Engel
Hancock Packard Young (AK) English
Hansen Panetta Young (FL) Espy
Hastert Paxon Zeliff ;S
Hefley Petri Zimmer Fascell
NOT VOTING—9 Fasio
Feighan
Bonlor Jones (GA) Schumer Flake
Hefner McNulty Solarz Foglietta
Holl ¥ Savag Washington Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
0 1335 Frost
Mr. HORTON and Mr. DICKINSON Gavdos
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to gojurar
ilna’y-|| Gmn
Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado changed Gibbons
his vote from *‘nay” to ‘‘yea.” g:‘m
So the previous question was ordered. gorgon
The result of the vote was announced Guarini
as above recorded. ﬁ:ﬂ E%lz;
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB- ...
BONS). The question is on the resolu- Harris
tion. Hatcher
The question was taken; and the paves(l)
Speaker pro tempore announced that gepe
the noes appeared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I de- Rﬁ“"
mand a recorded vote. A fohee
A recorded vote was ordered. Armey
The vote was taken by electronic de- Atkins
vice, and there were—ayes 244, noes 179, ﬁrﬁim
not voting 11, as follows: Barratt
[Roll No. 224] Barton
AYES—244 Seiapsn
Abercrombie Andrews (NJ) Aspin Bentley
Ackerman Andrews (TX) AuCoin Bereuter
Alexander Annunzio Bacchus Bilirakis
Anderson Anthony Barnard Bliley
Andrews (ME) Applegate Beil Boehlert
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Hoagland Payne (NJ) Ewing Lewis (CA) Ritter
Hochbrueckner Payne (VA) Fawell Lewis (FL) Roberts
Horn Pease Fields Lightfoot Rogers
Hoyer Pelosi Fish Livingston Rohrabacher
Hubbard Penny Franks (CT) Lloyd Ros-Lehtinen
Huckaby Perkins Gallegly Lowery (CA) Roth
Hughes Peterson (FL) Gallo Machtley Roukema
Hutto Pickett Gekas Marlenee Santorum
Jefferson Pickle Gillmor Martin Saxton
Jenkins Price Gilman McCandless Schaefer
Johnson (8D) Rahall Gingrich McCollum Schiff
Johnston Rangel Goodling McCrery Schulze
Jones (NC) Ray Goss McDade Sensenbrenner
Jontz Reed Gradison McGrath
Kanjorski Richardson Grandy McMillan (NC) Shaw
Kaptur Roe Green Meyers Shays
K dy R Gunderson Michel Shuster
Kennelly Rose Hammerschmidt Miller (OH) Skeen
Kildee Rostenkowski Hancock Miller (WA) Smith (NJ)
Kleczka Rowland Hansen Molinari Smith (OR)
Kolter Roybal Hastert Moorhead Smith (TX)
Kopetski Russo Hefley Morella Snowe
Kostmayer Sabo Henry Morrison Solomon
LaFalce Sanders Herger Myers Spence
1 £ Sangmei Hobson Nichols Stearns
T.antos Sarpalius Holloway Nussle Stump
LaRocco Sawyer Hopkins Oxley Sundquist
Laughlin Scheuer Horton Packard Taylor (NC)
Lehman (CA) Schroed Hought Panetta Thomas (CA)
Lehman (FL) Serrano Hunter Patterson Thomas (WY)
Levin (MT) Sikorski Hyde Paxon Upton
Levine (CA) Sisisky Inhofe Peterson (MN)  Vander Jagt
Lewis (GA) Skaggs Ireland Petri Vucanovich
Lipinski Skelton Jacobs Porter Walsh
Lotk Slattery James Poshard Weber
Lowey (NY) Slaughter Johnson (CT) Pursell Weldon
Tk Smith (FL) Johnson (TX) Quillen Williams
ianton Smith (IA) Kasich Ramstad Wolf
Markey Solarz Klug Ravenel Wylie
Martines Spratt Kolbe Regula Young (AK)
Matsui Staggers Kyl Rhodes Young (FL)
Mavroiiles Stallings Lagomarsino Ridge Zeliff
Mazzoli Stenholm Leach Riggs Zimmer
McCloskey Stokes Lent Rinaldo
McCurdy g NOT VOTING—11
McDermott
McHugh Swift Bonior McEwen Stark
McMillen (MD) Synar Gilchrest McNulty Traxler
Mfume Tallon Hefner Savage Walker
Miller (CA) Tanner Jones (GA) Schumer
Mineta Tausin
Mink Taylor (MS) 0 1352
Moakley Thomas (GA)
Mollohan Thornton Mr. HORTON changed his vote from
Mont.gomery gmm slayen t-O uno.n
ﬁm{' Tovian So the resolution was agreed to.
Miiesk Traficant The result of the vote was announced
Murphy 3:?::1&3 as above recorded.
Morsna Vento A motion to reconsider was laid on
Nagis Visclosky the table.
Volkmer
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC) Washington
Nowak Waters
Oakar g:i:“ GENERAL LEAVE
i Wheat Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
Olin m'l“-m mous consent that all Members may
Olver b have 5 legislative days in which to re-
Ores ise and extend their remark th
Orton Wolpe vise exten e marks on the
Owens (NY) Wyden bill, H.R. 5427, and that I may include
Owens (UT) ;“m tabular and extraneous material and
Pallone atron
charts.
Park
Pastor. The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Is there objection to the request

NOES—179 of the gentleman from California?
Boehner Coughlin There was no objection.
Broomfield Cox (CA)
Bruce Crane e
Bunning Cunningham
g:;"-‘m g:n:‘em.‘fer LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
m“"’“‘p Delay APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1993
g:zl*;}l} :58’ g“‘;}:;;n The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
P 2 D ©4 BONS). Pursuant to House Resolution
Chandler Dreier 499 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
gllll:lser gl:]cm the House in the Committee of the
oble v
Caleian (M) - Edwards:(OK) Whole House on the State of the Union
Combest Frseract for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
Costello Erdreich 5427.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 5427) mak-
ing appropriations for the legislative
branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1993, and for other purposes,
with Mr. DONNELLY in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Faz1o] will be recognized for 30 minutes
and the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to
present H.R. 5427, the legislative
branch appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1993 to the House of Representa-
tives. It is a pleasure in the sense that
there is a certain amount of satisfac-
tion in producing legislation that we
think all the Members of the House can
be proud of and support. It is also a
fact that today we take up what some
Members, I think the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS], my ranking Re-
publican friend, has referred to as a
process of self-flagellation.

There will be an awful lot of purple
prose and partisan rhetoric, but when
all is looked at in greater clarity, I
think the House can be proud of the
product it takes up today to vote on.

There is not going to be a carnival of
amendments because of the rule. A
number of them will not be in order,
but there will be a number that, I
think, are important and need to be de-
bated and determined up or down.

I do not intend to go into every de-
tail of the bill today. The report and
the bill have been available for several
days. I know that many Members and
staff have gone over it very thor-
oughly.

But before we begin I do want to
thank wvery heartily each member of
the Subcommittee on Legislative.

First of all, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEWIS], my good friend, the
ranking member who has worked very
closely with us, perhaps more closely
than ever before and yet obviously is
not, as a representative and a stalwart
member of the minority, completely
satisfied with our product. But he is
diligent. He is a friend, beyond every-
thing else, and I want to thank him for
his willingness to continue in this
thankless task that he shares with me.
There is nothing in this subcommit-
tee's work that helps any Member at
home in their district. So I want to say
to my friends, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SMITH], who has served
with us for one term and is leaving,
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and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER], my good friend who is leav-
ing, and the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. LEHMAN], who has also served just
one term with this subcommittee and
is leaving, how much I appreciate their
interest and willingness to serve with
us.

1 want to thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], who is, as we all
know, one of those few Members who
really puts it on the line for the Legis-
lative Branch year in and year out, and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA], who is also a stalwart friend
of all on this committee, as well as the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]
and the gentlewoman from Nevada
[Mrs. VUCANOVICH].

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] is one who is always helping
us and does in many ways. And the
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VucanNovIcH], who is a stalwart and
regular attendee, gives us a voice we
need to hear.

And obviously, the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE] as well, ex officio members of
the subcommittee. We always work
very closely with the Committee on
House Administration, and I want to
express my appreciation to the mem-
bers and leadership of the committee,
primarily the chairman, the gentleman
from North Carclina [Mr. ROSE], the
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM-
AS], and particularly the ranking mi-
nority member of that committee, the
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM-
As], who has cooperated with us on sev-
eral issues today; the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR] and the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS],
both the chair and ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Personnel and
Police. As well should be mentioned
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CLAY] and the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BARRETT], chairman and
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Libraries and Memorials; and also
our dear friend and former chairman,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. AN-
NUNZI0] and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ED-
WARDS] on the Subcommittee on Pro-
curement and Printing.

I think everyone here understands
that despite the controversy that sur-
rounds this bill, and it has always
struck me that we can spend just a few
minutes on the Defense Appropriations
bill and yet hours and hours on the leg-
islative branch bill, we are really and
truly just a small part of the total
budget picture. But we are one-third of
the Federal system under the Constitu-
tion.

We enact laws, and we conduct over-
sight over the application of laws,
while the executive, of course, spends
the money and executes the programs,
and the judiciary interprets and up-
holds the laws of the land.

16069

Our spending is only about %00 of 1
percent of the entire Federal budget,
and yet our activities are very signifi-
cant and include not only the House
and the Senate but significant support
agencies such as the Architect of the
Capitol, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the Office of Technology Assess-
ment, and the Congressional Research
Service.

There is also the agency that ferrets
out waste, fraud and abuse and con-
ducts financial audits of government
programs, the GAO, the General Ac-
counting Office, which will come under
a proposed cut this afternoon, which I
hope will be defeated.

We also have the Government Print-
ing Office, the Library of Congress, of
course, which serves by far the public
much greater than the Congress itself,
and the Copyright Royalty Tribunal.
There are several smaller programs
within our bill that we must mention:
the very important Copyright Office,
which is significant for many creative
interests in our country; the Books for
the Blind and Physically Handicapped
Program; and the very important pro-
gram, the Depository Library Program.

Members do not realize that we have
local libraries in the Library of Con-
gress budget more than the total budg-
et for the Library itself.

0 1400

That is an important point to make.
Every year we fail to make it, and I am
glad this year it has been cited.

Our bill, the bill we bring today, is
$1.8 billion in budget authority for fis-
cal year 1993. That is a reduction of
$19.9 million under the budget author-
ity enacted and available in fiscal year
1992—a 1.1-percent reduction under a
hard freeze.

These figures do not include Senate
items which will, of course, be added
when the bill goes over to the other
body.

The budget request was $2.1 billion.
It has been reduced by $300 million.
That is a 14-percent reduction under
the detailed requests submitted in the
President’'s budget, submitted, of
course, by the legislative branch agen-
cies to the executive and passed
through to us.

The key component in our overall ef-
fort to control deficits, in this case, as
in all other appropriations bills, is out-
lays, actual payments and expendi-
tures. When we appropriate, we only
enact spending or budget authority.
That is authority to obligate Federal
payments for the expenditure of Gov-
ernment funds. So we also score our ap-
propriation bills to measure what the
actual expenditures or outlays will be
as a result of the spending authority in
the bill.

This $1.8 billion in spending author-
ity is estimated to spend out $1.5 bil-
lion in actual dollar outlays in fiscal
year 1993. That -$1.5 billion is over $90
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million less than the comparable dollar
outlay enacted in last year's spending
bill, and that is a very significant and
important 5.6-percent reduction.

When total outlays are added up, this
bill and the entire legislative branch of
government will spend $1.7 billion
($1,718,447,000) in fiscal year 1993.

That is $104 million ($103,904,000) less
than the current year—a reduction of
5.7-percent under 1992 spending for leg-
islative agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

I also want to indicate that under the
Budget Act, our 602(b) allocation to the
subcommittee was to be $2.343 billion.
We are $534 million under that target,
and once the Senate funds are added,
we will be $20 million below that 602(b)
target for budget authority.

We did a similar analysis on our out-
lay target. Our calculation is that the
bill is about $92 million under the
602(b) outlay ceiling. If we can hold
that level in conference with the other
body, that will be a further contribu-
tion to deficit reduction. It goes be-
yvond the budget summit agreement.

I would like to, at this point, present
some graphic illustrations of legisla-
tive branch resources.

CHARTS 1 AND 2

Charts 1 and 2 compare legislative
spending to the executive branch over
the past 15 years, in constant dollars.

[Charts not reproducible in the
RECORD.]

Chart 1 shows executive spending up
from $1.1 trillion to $1.5 trillion.

Legislative spending down from $2.4
billion to $2.3 billion.

House spending up from $0.6 billion
to §0.7 billion.

Chart 2 clearly shows the trends.

Executive spending trending upward
at about 2.3 percent per year in real in-
creases.

Legislative and House spending are
virtually flat lines—no growth.

Chart 3 is a bar graph.

It shows the general government
function—the administrative costs of
operating the executive branch—egrow-
ing at an annual rate of 7.6 percent in
actual dollars.

Legislative spending is growing at 5.4
percent.

The CPI-urban index is up 5.5 percent
per year.

Executive administrative costs have
been growing almost 40 percent faster
than CPI during this period of time.

Legislative costs are falling below
the cost necessary just to maintain our
current service level.

Chart 4 tells the story of chart 3 in
recent times.

Since 1991, the legislative budget has
grown by a total of 4.8 percent.

During that same time period, and
based on the fiscal year 1993 requests
included in the President’s budget:

OMB will have grown by 12.7 percent.

The White House policy operation
will have grown by 14.3 percent.
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The average Cabinet department's
administration will have grown by 18.4
percent.

And the Federal judiciary will have
grown by 34 percent.

Chart 5 reflects employment statis-
tics which reach pretty much the same
conclusion:

The gap between Executive branch
and Legislative employment is widen-
ing.

This trend began in the early to mid-
80's and is continuing.

House staff has remained about the
same during that period.

While we are on this subject, charts 6
and 7 show some interesting things
about the mix of House staff since my
first year as Chairman of this Sub-
committee.

The three staff components, Members
staff, committee staff, and other staff
which is primarily our administrative
support (office supply doorkeepers,
floor staff, and so forth) have remained
about the same.

There is a slight increase in Mem-
ber’s staff—but very minimal.

Chart 8 is a reflection of what we all
know. It is a pie chart of all the ingre-
dients of the legislative appropriations
bill.

It tells us that 67 percent of our
budget is for personnel.

Computers, telecommunications,
electronic printing and the like ac-
count for 23 percent.

All other is 10 percent.

In other words, the entire legislative
branch budget is primarily the salaries
of the staff and the objects they need
to do their jobs—telephone, personal
computers, a desk, a chair and so forth.

Chart 9 shows how much our budgets
depend upon having enough to pay staff
an adequate salary.

The average Federal employee who
earned $34,000 at the start of this year
will be budgeted in fiscal 1992 at $42,948
to include the January 1992 COLA in-
crease, a modest merit or longevity in-
crease, and retirement benefits.

That ‘‘average” employee will be
earning $36,172 at the end of this year
after the COLA and merit increase.

That average employee will probably
be eligible for next January's 3.7 per-
cent COLA and another merit or lon-
gevity increase during the year.

That means the 1993 appropriation
would have to be $45,392 to pay total
compensation.

That’s 5.69 percent over the amounts
appropriated this year.

But we have applied a hard freeze—
and then some—to our overall budget.

This normal salary progression for
our employees, which is the situation
throughout the government, has been
totally ignored by the hard freeze pro-
ponents.

CHART 10—MAIL

Finally, we have some good news—a
chart which shows how reform saves us
money.
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We reformed the use of congressional
mail in 1991—the Fazio/Frenzel frank-
ing amendments.

These reforms have resulted in dra-
matic savings—over $100 million in just
three years—as shown in this chart.

The red lines since 1990 are what mail
costs would have been under the old
rules—based on CRS and Postal Service
projections.

The blue lines since 1990 show that
actual costs have been or are currently
being estimated.

The savings is $101 million.

That's savings we have either re-
scinded or did not have to appropriate.

As I have pointed out, the bill con-
tains $19.9 million less than the current
fiscal year 1992 appropriation. That de-
crease under the current level can be
explained by its four components:

An addition $39 million is required
for the current payroll of about 28,700
employees and the January 1993 COLA.
Vacant positions were not funded, and
we were not able to fund longevity or
merit increases, or any promotions. To
the extent those items cannot be cut
back, they will be absorbed by the
agencies.

We have to provide an additional $2.3
million for unavoidable price level in-
creases, such as already negotiated
building rentals. Over $1.3 million of
the $2.3 million is for electrical and
other utility bills which are based on
public utility rates.
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A net reduction of $53.9 million is
necessary for workload items. Reduc-
tion required because of our 602(b)
budget target and the requirement to
pay our 1993 COLA and utility costs.

Some workload items were increases,
others decreases. Overall there is a net
decrease of $53.9 million.

There were some essential increases:

Library of Congress arrear-

BF8 Project ....ccoccevrermeranens $3,200,000
Reading machines for blind

and handicapped ............. 960,000
LOC secondary storage fa-

B { e S AR 3,200,000
Depository libraries .......... 2,000,000

The decreases required to meet tar-
get:

Millions

Mail (net decrease under 1992 bill) ..... $27

Police overtime and salaries ............. 1.2
Position and base reductions .... -

Congressional printing ............. i 6.2
House supplies and materials ............ 4.5

Finally, there is a net reduction of
$8.2 million in equipment, alterations,
maintenance, and repairs. As in work-
load items, a reduction is required to
meet the budget target and the obliga-
tion to pay our 1993 employee COLA
and utility costs.

There are a few repair, renovation,
and equipment items that cannot be
deferred. In the Architect's budget
alone, we denied over $33 million in
projects. But a few things have to be
done:
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St. Cecelia's day care cen-

T R e $180,000
Elevator and escalator re-

ek S s it 1,000,000
Capitol dome drainage im-

Provement ........c-cocceeeeess 500,000
Plumbing and roof repair

in the Capitol ........cccenenee 1,100,000
Sidewalk and road repairs 425,000
Asbestos removal and ren-

ovation at GAO building

(continuing project) ....... 2,000,000

We have allowed $704.6 million for the
operations of the House. This will
cover the current payroll plus the Jan-
nary 1993 COLA. Since we are reducing
the overall appropriation for the House
by $9 million, the COLA increase will
be absorbed by reductions in other ex-
penses such as equipment, mail, print-
ing, and computer costs.

The bill allows $79.5 million for joint
items, including the Capitol Police, the
joint committees of House and Senate,
the guide service, and the attending
physician. All the joint committees
were frozen; we have cut back on police
costs by $1.2 million.

There is $114.3 million for the Archi-
tect of the Capitol. That's a reduction
of $10.3 million below 1992. In addition
to the one-time projects that we were
able to eliminate because they were
funded last year, we had to reduce cy-
clical maintenance by $16.4 million.

I want to point out that Palm House
at the Botanic Garden—the glass en-
closed central portion of the building—
had to come down because it has been
found to be structurally unsafe. We
don't have the funds for the recon-
struction, although we have provided
aunthority for private donations. In this
bill, we are authorizing up to $500,000
from other project savings to do part of
the design work for the conservatory
renovation; $566.6 million is allowed for
the Congressional Research Service, a
freeze of last year's appropriation.

For the Library of Congress—non-
CRS part—$249.5 million is allowed and
authority to spend another $24.2 mil-
lion in receipts. We allowed the $3.2
million requested for the arrearage
project, $3.2 million for a facility to
begin storing an overflow of the gen-
eral and special collections, and suffi-
cient funds for the talking books for
the blind and physically handicapped.
We have also released sufficient funds
to continue research and development
of book deacidification chemistry.

We have frozen the Government
Printing Office at $118.7 million, last
year's level. We have reduced last
year's congressional printing reim-
bursement by $2 million in order to al-
locate more to the depository library
program for the distribution of Govern-
ment documents. As far as we are con-
cerned, that is mostly a subsidy to the
executiver branch whose agencies
should be paying for the cost of distrib-
uting their publications to our Na-
tion’s libraries.

For the General Accounting Office
there is $442 million, plus $1.2 million
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in building rental collections are al-
lowed. That's a $5.5 million reduction
overall at GAO, and will force a hiring
freeze—perhaps some reductions in
force. All this while we see executive
branch inspectors general budget re-
quests up by anywhere from 4 to 25 per-
cent.

Of the 255 new permanent positions
requested, we allowed three which are
paid for by copyright licensing re-
ceipts.

We have calculated that the restric-
tive funding in this bill will cause a re-
duction of 2,345 positions under the
number now authorized.

Most agencies have already insti-
tuted a hiring freeze.

There are several provisions in the
bill, most of which have been contained
in previous bills. These provisions are
mostly housekeeping in nature, and fa-
cilitate the operations of the House
and our support agencies. We have
added some additional franking re-
forms. One will repeal the outmoded
two-page limitation on newsletters.
Another will rescind the authority to
send mass mailings outside our con-
gressional districts.

To summarize, since 1978; the
Consumer Price Index has increased 5.5
percent per year, on average; the legis-
lative bill is up 5.4 percent per year.
That is a decline in real terms. On the
other hand, the executive branch budg-
et is up 7.5 percent per year, that is a
41-percent higher rate of growth than
the legislative budget.

Since 1981 when I became chairman
of the Legislative Subcommittee; the
legislative bill has gone up 5.7 percent
per year. While the General Govern-
ment functions, the administrative
costs of running the executive branch,
has grown 7 percent per year.

This is easily the most fiscally strin-
gent legislative appropriations bill pre-
sented to the House in memory—maybe
even in history.

It is necessary for us to set the exam-
ple—show the way to fiscal balance.

I think every Member of the House
has good reason to vote “‘aye’ on final
passage.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I
might consume.

Mr. Chairman, initially I presumed I
would be rising to suggest that this
was a very tight budget, but after
watching that introduction by my
chairman, I wonder if we should not be
a little tighter on my bill relative to
the account that we apply to charts.

Having said that, ladies and gentle-
men of the House, this is as we all
know a very, very difficult year for
those of us considering appropriation
bills, that in no small part because the
country is focusing in a very special
way upon the amount of taxpayer dol-
lars that we choose to expend here, and
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that in no small part is a reflection of
the reality that our economy is in dif-
ficult straits and people clearly recog-
nize that if we are going to turn around
our economy, impact in a positive way
the job market out there, we must
begin in a serious fashion to do more
than just talk about the national defi-
cit.

The deficit this year alone is antici-
pated to be somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of $400 billion. It is very clear to
all of us that we must take a serious
look at every appropriation bill in
order to make certain that we are
making our contribution through that
process to reducing this ever-growing
national debt.

This bill is a relatively small bill
compared to the other 12 in the appro-
priations process. It represents some-
thing less than $2 billion, but it is that
appropriation bill whereby we fund the
activities of the House of Representa-
tives and related agencies.

A tough bill in a tough year. Mr.
Chairman suggested that it had been a
great pleasure for he and I to work to-
gether over the years. Indeed, we have
enjoyed our own relationship working
on this committee. On the other hand,
being a considerable privilege carrying
the bill is another thing entirely, for
the Members do focus on the legisla-
tive branch in a very special way, and
they understand these appropriations
as well as any of the bills that come be-
fore us. Because of that, some very
careful attention is paid to the details
of this bill, We find ourselves often
with amendments to cut specifics after
the committee has done its work.

This year I believe we see the cul-
mination of a series of years efforts to
develop a pattern of reducing spending
within the legislative branch. It is im-
portant that the public know that this
is more than just money to finance our
staff. Within this bill we fund the Bo-
tanical Gardens and the Library of
Congress. For example, the Library of
Congress is appropriated $248 million,
and probably somewhere in the neigh-
borhood of 70 percent of that money
has little to do directly with the Con-
gress, but rather is of service to the
public in general. We fund the General
Accounting Office and the Government
Printing Office, among other things.

The bill we have before Members, as
I suggested, is a reflection of a pattern
and effort to cut back spending over a
period of years. Between 1988 and this
appropriation year, the expenses avail-
able for expenditures available for
mail, for example, on the part of Mem-
bers will have been reduced by a full 50
percent. There has been a significant
effort made by us to reduce the volume
of mail and the dollars available for
that mailing which is unsolicited mail
to our constituents throughout the
country.

The official expenses of the Members
have been cut by almost 5 percent, a
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consistent effort to reduce the tend-
ency to grow in all of our Government
agencies, including this one, the legis-
lative branch.

So I am very pleased to bring to the
membership today a bill that we con-
sider to be a very tight bill. It is some
5.6 or 5.7 percent below actual outlays
of the current year. Indeed, it will re-
flect some $90 million of savings.

I might say to the Members, and I
might also share with any of our staff
members who might be watching by
way of C-SPAN or otherwise, that this
bill very much reflects a problem that
we had not very long ago, just a few
weeks ago, within the Legislative
Branch Subcommittee where we repro-
grammed some money, some $8 million
of money, from one account to another.
We did so because otherwise between
now and the end of the fiscal year indi-
vidual Members would have had to lay
off employees because of a lack of
availability of funds within that staff
account. Members would have had to
literally layoff one to as many as four
members in some cases of their staffs
because funding was so tight within
that legislation.

So this is a tight bill, and I think all
of the Members as well as their staffs
should focus upon the reality that as
this bill goes forward, next year should
we have that sort of difficulty we may
not be able to solve the problem by
way of reprogramming.

Let me suggest that there is another
item within the bill that Members
should pay careful attention to. Some 3
vears ago there was language put into
the legislative branch bill that would
allow moneys that were unexpended to
remain until expended. Some Members
suggested that a slush fund that might
be made avaiable for the exercise of
some of the leadership within the
House to carry forth their will. Regard-
less of how one would define its poten-
tial use, this bill provides language
that eliminates the potential for that
kind of long-term accumulation. The
bill will allow moneys that are a part
of the authorization for the current
year that is involved to be held in ac-
count for 3 years, until all bills are
paid, but not in an unending accumula-
tion of capital within this legislative
branch bill.
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Mr. Chairman and Members, this is a
very tight bill. I urge the Members to
consider it seriously, and at the end of
the day, I hope that we will have their
support.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. KAPTUR].

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to engage in a colloquy with the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia, the chairman of the Committee on
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Legislative Branch Appropriations and
the distinguished gentleman from Vir-
ginia.

Mr. Chairman, it has come to my at-
tention that the Library of Congress is
about to accept a grant of $500,000 a
year for 3 years from the Japan Foun-
dation’s Center for Global Partnership
which is funded by the Government of
Japan through the Japanese Diet. The
purpose of the grant is to expand the
Library’s collection of difficult to ob-
tain information concerning recent de-
velopments in Japan, to establish a Li-
brary collecting facility in Tokyo, and
to establish a Japan documentation
center in the Library of Congress. This
idea of the Library of Congress accept-
ing major money donations from for-
eign governments is of recent vintage.
In fact this gift was preceded in 1991
when the Library of Congress accepted
31 million from the Government of
Korea.

Though I do not disagree that the Li-
brary should augment its Japan collec-
tion, I object strenuously to the Li-
brary’'s apparent new policy of accept-
ing major funding that comes directly
from a foreign government, or any in-
strumentality of that foreign govern-
ment. These gifts could be used as a
means of influencing the type of infor-
mation that is made available to the
American public or to pressure the Li-
brary to avoid presenting any negative
information on the country making the
donation. Nor do I agree with the re-
cent policy of the Library to depend for
a growing share of its activities on
sources of foreign funding to build col-
lections and exhibitions. There must be
a clear policy that this Library is
owned and paid for by the citizens of
the United States.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. KAPTUR. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with Ms. KAPTUR. The Library and its
collections belong to the people of the
United States and the procedure of al-
lowing the Library of Congress to ac-
cept private gifts of this type, from for-
eign sources, could compromise the in-
tegrity and objectivity of the collec-
tions process.

Ms. KAPTUR. I, therefore, request
that at a minimum, the American pub-
lic have a mechanism in place so that
the Congress can monitor these foreign
gifts to the Library. Thus I request
that the Librarian of Congress, not
later than December 31 of each year,
shall submit to the Congress, with re-
spect to the preceding fiscal year, a re-
port of all foreign gifts on funds ac-
cepted by the Library, together with a
statement of all conditions placed on
such gifts.

Further, the Librarian of Congress,
not later than 60 days following enact-
ment of this bill and not later than De-
cember 31 of each year, shall submit to
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the Congress, with respect to the pre-
ceding fiscal year, a report of the an-
nual increase in donations by country
from which the gifts are accepted,
spanning a 10-year time period begin-
ning in 1982, to show the trend in for-
eign gift giving.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. KAPTUR. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO. I recognize the increase
in foreign gifts to the Library of Con-
gress by foreign governments and other
sources and agree that it would be good
to have a mechanism in place to mon-
itor foreign gifts received by the Li-
brary of Congress. I agree that this
should be reported by the Librarian to
the Congress. I will attempt to include
this matter in the conference agree-
ment with the Senate. In the mean-
time, I would like to submit for the
record a letter from the Librarian of
Congress of June 20, 1992, agreeing to
provide a report annually on funds
from foreign sources received by the
Library of Congress.

THE LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS,
Washington, DC, June 20, 1992.

Hon. Vic Fazio,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislative Branch,
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of
Repr tatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In light of concerns
raised over the Library's acceptance of gifts
from foreign governments and foreign-owned
entities, I want to assure you that I am will-
ing to report on an annual basis to the Con-
gress on the purpose, amounts and use of
gifts from foreign governments and foreign
corporations.

Under 2 U.S.C. Sec. 160, I am authorized to
accept gifts in the interest of the Library, its
collections, or its services. Under 2 U.S.C.
Sec. 156, I am already required to obtain for-
mal approval of the Joint Committee on the
Library as well as the Library’s Trust Fund
Board for gifts to the trust fund, and must
report annually on gifts received.

If there are additional concerns and would
like to discuss the matter, please contact me
at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

JAMES H. BILLINGTON,
The Librarian of Congress.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the Chairman very much for his assist-
ance.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD-
LING] for purposes of engaging in a col-
loquy with the chairman of the sub-
committee.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, as
you are aware, the Library of Congress
has notified the National Park Service
that the loan agreement for the Li-
brary's drafts of Lincoln’s Gettysburg
Address will be terminated. As you
know, the two drafts in the custody of
the Library of Congress have been
loaned to the Gettysburg National
Military Park for exhibit since 1979.
The Gettysburg National Military
Park has met every protective require-
ment specified by the Library of Con-
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gress which has also praised the high
standards and innovative techniques
used to display this important docu-
ment. Many of us believe Gettysburg is
the most appropriate location for the
display of these historic documents and
do not believe the loan arrangement
should be terminated.

As the chairman knows, this issue is
currently being addressed by the Joint
Committee on the Library which has
jurisdiction over such matters. I am
confident that the joint committee will
be able to resolve this situation, but it
was not able to arrive at a resolution
before this bill was approved for floor
consideration today.

It is my understanding the chairman
and the committee are also committed
to securing an equitable resolution to
this issue consistent with past congres-
sional action, which served to allow
millions of Americans who visit Get-
tysburg the opportunity to view this
historic and inspirational document. Is
it correct that the committee will ad-
dress this issue during the future con-
ference committee with the Senate?

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLING. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania is correct. The commit-
tee has been informed that the Joint
Committee on the Library has been
asked to review this matter. If the
joint committee agrees that an accom-
modation should be reached which con-
tinues to allow the public to view them
at Gettysburg we will try to accommo-
date the needs of the gentleman and
the Joint Committee on the Library
when the bill is considered in con-
ference.

Mr. GOODLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for his assurance.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY] for a colloquy.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, first
of all, let me thank and commend the
chairman of the committee for work
that he has done on behalf of all of the
citizens of our country with regard to
energy conservation.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, 1 was in
the energy business in Massachusetts
before I came to Congress. One of the
many businesses I started was an en-
ergy conservation company.

In my view, there is no reason why
our Capitol can’'t be a model of energy
efficient. There are a number of de-
mand-side management measures
which could be implemented to make
our Capitol more energy efficient and
save the taxpayers millions of dollars
in energy costs over the next decade.

The Architect of the Capitol, for ex-
ample, could work with energy service
companies, which would in turn work
with Pepco, to implement conservation
projects here at the Capitol. In addi-
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tion to saving energy, these companies
could implement shared-savings con-
tracts and receive rebates directly
from Pepco. These savings could be
used to reduce the capital costs of con-
servation improvements—and the need
for direct appropriations—by anywhere
from 30 to 50 percent.

A preliminary survey of the potential
for savings indicates a capital invest-
ment of $7 million could yield annual
savings of up to $3 million.

I ask the gentleman from California
(Mr. FAz10), does he agree that the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol should be di-
rected to request Pepco to develop an
energy management proposal for the
Capitol?
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Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. Certainly, I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is abso-
lutely correct that substantial savings
can be achieved through the type of
cost-shared investments in conserva-
tion improvements he has outlined.
The gentleman from Massachusetts has
for years urged, and the committee had
directed, the Architect to develop plans
for conservation improvements
throughout the Capitol complex, and I
agree with the suggestion of the gen-
tleman that the Architect of the Cap-
itol should be directed to ask Pepco to
develop an energy management pro-
posal to identify cost-effective energy
conservation improvements for those
buildings subject to his jurisdiction.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
PORTER] and members of the sub-
committee have been working long and
hard on this for years, but the oppor-
tunity to get upfront capital to finance
this project totally from nonappro-
priated funds, does make it important
that the Architect of the Capitol work
on this issue diligently during this fis-
cal year.

1 appreciate the gentleman bringing
it to our attention.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr, PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend my chairman, the gentleman
from California, my ranking member,
the gentleman from California also and
members of the subcommittee and the
staff for the efficient work and gen-
erally good bill that has been produced.

Mr. Chairman, I want to join my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle in con-
demning the rule that prevents Mem-
bers from offering certain amend-
ments. At times the majority acts un-
reasonably and unconscionably to re-
strict the debate and the possibility of
reform, and Mr. Chairman, this is
clearly one of those times.
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Mr. Chairman, turning to the specif-
ics of this bill, I would like to point out
that when we talk congressional re-
form, we must look not only at ferret-
ing out wasteful practices, but that re-
form includes promoting new, innova-
tive and positive developments. In this
regard, I am particularly proud of sev-
eral of the commitments made in this
legislation.

1 am pleased that the Architect of
the Capitol, the Government Printing
Office, and the Joint Committee on
Printing have all addressed the con-
cerns of the subcommittee by joining
in recognizing the importance that we
place on meeting environmental re-
sponsibilities.

The Architect’s recycling program is
now being fully implemented and will
soon be operational in all offices. Also,
by direction of this subcommittee, the
Architect will begin the installation of
energy efficient lighting for the ga-
rages and exit lights. We can save as
much as 35 percent of the energy costs
that we currently incur as a result of
this innovation.

I commend my chairman for his
strong support of these initiatives.

These two initiatives are important
too, because they force us to appreciate
the demands that present and new en-
vironmental legislation place on mu-
nicipalities and private companies. We
will learn firsthand what it means to
participate and be part of the solution,
rather than watching from the side-
lines. No reform of this body is more
important than to force us to follow
the same rules we make for others.

This is what the Congressional Ac-
countability Act, which I have cospon-
sored, is all about.

Another area where the subcommit-
tee has broken new ground is in work-
ing with the Government Printing Of-
fice to ensure that the Government is
purchasing, to the greatest degree pos-
sible, recycled paper with a post-
consumer waste content. Mr. Speaker,
the chairman of the Joint Committee
on Printing has been very helpful in co-
ordinating our efforts to increase the
GPO's use of such paper and deserves
the commendation of the Members of
this body for his leadership. In this re-
gard I note particularly the Joint Com-
mittee’'s collaboration with the Gov-
ernment Printing Office to test the use
of postconsumer waste recycled paper
for IRS documents. All Members
should be proud of these accomplish-
ments as we continue to push the edge
of the envelope with respect to our
duty to more efficiently and
sustainably utilize our resources, both
physical and financial.

Mr. Speaker, a number of amend-
ments did survive the rule and will be
offered to this legislation today. I will
support some, and I will oppose others.
As a member of the minority it is an
understatement to say that I am not
entirely pleased with the way this body



16074

is run. I do not think that the legisla-
tive appropriations bill is the most ap-
propriate place to offer some of these
amendments, but unfortunately there
is little choice. For the legislative
branch, unlike other areas of Govern-
ment, is not subject to regular author-
izing legislation. Highway programs,
the National Institutes of Health, the
Department of Defense, and all other
Federal activities are subject to regu-
lar authorization. Thus, policy matters
related to these functions may be ad-
dressed through the authorization
process on a regular basis. This is not
the situation with the legislative
branch. Authorization for most policies
and practices is essentially permanent
and subject only to discretionary and
occasional change. Thus Members view
this bill as the only chance they have
to vent their frustration with many as-
pects of legislative operations policy.
This is why a restrictive rule is an un-
fair rule.

In many areas of Government, Con-
gress has failed to exercise its respon-
sibility to conduct oversight. Congres-
sional oversight might have prevented
the S&L debacle, the HUD scandal, and
the late uncovering of an “"M" account
at the Air Force, to name just a few ex-
amples. So too, better oversight of the
House might have avoided the bank
and post office scandals. What is need-
ed in this body is a clear commitment
to oversight—to making things work
better regardless of party label or ide-
ology. We took a step in this direction
with adoption of the reform resolution
a few months ago, but we need to but-
tress that effort with a continuing
commitment to actually running
things better. Such a commitment
would render many of today’'s amend-
ments unnecessary. Indeed, many of
the amendments would not be offered if
Congress did not today stand in disre-
pute as a result of its oversight fail-
ures.

Mr. Speaker, having a finance office
that promptly processes vouchers is
not a partisan issue, its a matter of
common sense. So is having a bank
that reconciles people’s balances and
disallows overdrafts, a food service
that keeps proper books, an auditing
and accounting system that tracks
small expenditures, a post office that
focuses on effective mail delivery, and
a GAO that makes intellectual integ-
rity its watchword. In short, insisting
that the operations of the legislative
branch are conducted efficiently, prop-
erly, legally and appropriately is not a
partisan or ideological matter, but
simply a question of common sense.
These issues have become partisan and
ideological because of the majority's
failure to exercise oversight over a pe-
riod of many years. Unless those who
are in charge—the majority party—are
willing to relinquish the patronage jobs
and political advantage, the attacks
upon this institution will continue and
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amendments such as some of those
being offered today will continue to
proliferate.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. PANETTA].

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 5427, the legislative
branch appropriations bill. This is the
third of the 13 appropriation bills that
have been brought to the House.

This bill provides for about $1.8 bil-
lion in discretionary budget authority
and $1.8 billion in discretionary out-
lays.

I want to point out to the House that
this is $534 million in budget authority
and $551 million in estimated outlays
less than the 602(b) subdivision that
was provided for the subcommittee.

Obviously, these committees have to
make very tough decisions as they deal
with what are increasingly restricted
spending levels that have been provided
pursuant to the budget agreement and
pursuant to the budget resolution.

I want to commend the chairman and
the ranking member for the kind of de-
cisions that they have had to make in
this bill and for bringing this bill to
the House in a timely fashion.

I just want to urge Members to look
at the tough decisions that have been
made, and the fact that this bill is well
below the outlay levels that were es-
tablished and the budget outlay levels
that were established by the budget
resolution, and for that reason urge
support for the bill on final passage.

| rise in support of H.R. 5427, the legislative
branch riations bill for fiscal year 1993.
This is the third of the 13 annual appropria-
tions bills.

The bill provides $1,809 billion in discre-
tionary budget authority and $1,841 billion in
discretionary outlays. This is $534 million in
budget authority and $551 million in estimated
outlays less than the 602(b) subdivisions for
this subcommittee. In keeping with tradition,
Senate items are excluded from the House
bill.

| commend the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of this subcommittee for bringing this bill
to the House in a timely fashion.

As chairman of the Budget Committee, | will
inform the House of the status of all appropria-
tions bills compared with their 602(b) subdivi-
sion as they are considered on the House
floor.

| look forward to working with the appropria-
tions committee on its remaining bills.

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, June 22, 1992.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Attached is a fact sheet
on H.R. 5427, the Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Bill for Fiscal Year 1993, scheduled
to be considered on Tuesday, June 23rd, sub-
ject to a rule being adopted.

This is the second of the thirteen annual
appropriations bills for Fiscal Year 1993. The
bill is $534 million in budget authority and
$551 million in outlays below the 692(b) sub-
divisions for this subcommittee. The bill is
1.1% in budget authority and 5.7% in outlays
below the Fiscal Year 1992 Appropriations
Act. In keeping with tradition, Senate items
are excluded from the House bill.
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I hope this information will be helpful to
you.
Sincerely,
LEON E. PANETTA,
Chairman.
Factsheet
H.R. 5427, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIA-

TIONS BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993 (H. REPT.

102-579)

The House Appropriations Committee re-
ported the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tions Bill for Fiscal Year 1993 on Thursday,
June 18, 1992. This bill is scheduled to be con-
sidered by the full House on Tuesday, June
23, 1992.

COMPARISON TO THE 602(b) SUBDIVISION
COMPARISON TO DOMESTIC SPENDING
ALLOCATION

The bill provides $1,809 million of discre-
tionary budget authority, $534 million less
than the Appropriations 602(b) subdivision
for this subcomnmittee. The bill is $551 mil-
lion under the subdivision total for esti-
mated discretionary outlays. In keeping with
tradition, Senate itemns are excluded from
the House bill. A comparison of the bill with
the funding subdivisions follows:

{In millions of dallars)

Legislative Appropriations Bill Over (+)/
Branch Appro- Committee Under (~)
priations Bill 602(b) Subdivi- Committee
2 sion 602(b) Subdivi-
sion
BA 0

BA 0 BA 0

1809 1841 2343 2392 -5 551
88 88 83 | ] S

Discretionary ...
Mandatory? .....

Total ........

1897 1929 2431 2AB0D 534

' Conforms to the Budget Resolution estimates for eusting law.

BA = New budget autharity

0 = Estimated outlays

Following are major program highlights
for the Legislative Branch Appropriations
Bill for fiscal year 1993, as reported:;

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

{ln milligns of dollars]

—581

Budget  Mew out-

autharity lays
House of Representatives, salanes and expenses .. T04 559
Caongressional Budget Office (CBO) 23 0
ngressional printing and binding 30 &8
ional Re h Service 51
Library of Congress, salaries and expenses ........ 183 140
General A ting Office (GAD) 42 386

The House Appropriations Committee filed
the Committee’s subdivision of budget aun-
thority and outlays on June 11, 1992. These
subdivisions are consistent with the alloca-
tion of spending responsibility to House com-
mittees contained in House Report 102-529,
the conference report to accompany H. Con.
Res. 287, Concurrent Resolution on the Budg-
et for Fiscal Year 1993, as adopted by the
Congress on May 21, 1992,

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. HANCOCK].

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, here we are with a
legislative appropriations bill which
will provide over $2 billion, just for the
operation of the Congress.

If there is anyplace Congress can and
should do more spending, even symboli-
cally, it is with spending on ourselves.

Two billion dollars, 32,000 employees,
274 committees and subcommittees, un-
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told numbers of task forces, caucuses
and congressional bureaucracies;
spending on Congress, like the Con-
gress itself, in my judgment is out of
control. It is proof of how out of touch
this body is that so few of us seem to
think that $2 billion is maybe a little
bit too much.

I feel that we could exercise a little
more restraint, even though I do ac-
knowledge the fact that we have at
least started on the road to a little
more fiscal responsibility, just not far
enough.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. JAMES].

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, this
House debated the military construc-
tion budget yesterday. One Member
said the way to cut construction costs
by an additional 1 percent was to cut
overhead.

Today’s congressional appropriation
is all overhead. Unlike the military
construction budget, this bill does not
provide housing for America's soldiers.
Unlike the Coast Guard, this bill does
not save 13 people a day. It does not
carry the mail, does not patrol the
parks, does not clean up hazardous
waste.

This bill provides the overhead of the
U.S. Government. It is time overhead
was cut.

The committee claims that the cost
of congressional operations has been
restrained—it has hardly gone up at all
since 1978, will be the contention.

The cost of congressional operations
should be down. We deal in paper. And
with advances in computers, the cost of
pushing paper should be down.

Mr. Chairman, important programs,
programs that deliver services to the
American people, programs that build
roads, defend our shores, and save the
children are all going to be cut.

Mr. Chairman, before we do that, let
us cut the overhead of this Govern-
ment. Let us cut it now, and let us cut
it severely. We are looking at a $400
billion deficit, a deficit that I believe
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA-
NETTA] was so concerned about, as we
all were, and yet many voted against
the balanced budget amendment.

I heard then plea after plea, “Let us
get serious. Let us cut the budget.”

Yes, 1 admit this committee has
made an attempt. Yes, I see the cuts.
Yes, I see the percentage cuts. I am not
questioning that. I think, though, be-
cause we are dealing with overhead, we
could significantly cut more.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM].
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Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, let me first start by
congratulating the chairman and the
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ranking member. When someone does
good things, I am not the first to deny
that they have, and there are some
good things that were done here in this
bill and I want to congratulate them
for doing so. They eliminated the no-
year funding provision, which was
something I went to the floor and
spoke about a few months ago. That is
now no longer in the bill, and I com-
mend them for that. They did make
some reduction in some of the ac-
counts. Again, I commend them for
that. They started in the right direc-
tion.

But I would be remiss if I did not say
that I do not think we have gone quite
far enough when it comes to many of
these accounts, which frankly are over-
funded even at this austere level that
has been talked about on the floor.

One area which I think is probably
the most bloated is the franking ac-
count. Now, I went to the Committee
on Rules 2 days ago and asked for an
amendment to reduce the franking ac-
count down to the same level, actually
$2 million above the level that we as a
Congress spent in 1991. Remember, this
appropriation is for 1993. So this would
be a similar year, an off-year election.
I wanted to come in with a number
that was basically the same number as
we spent 2 years ago. There would be
no reason, as I understand, why any-
one, any new Member of Congress or
any Member of Congress who came
back, who would want to spend that
much more. Yet we are appropriating
over $20 million more in that account
than what was spend in 1991. There is
no reason for that. The only reason I
can think of is we would like to have
some money sort of laying around just
in case we need to reprogram it for one
desire or another out of the hands and
out of the watchful eye of the public
and out of the control of the people
here in the Congress making the deci-
sions today, but in the control of the
Subcommittee on Legislative Appro-
priations. I just think that is wrong. I
think that gets away from accountabil-
ity. It gets to the kinds of things that
I think the people in America are tired
of. We should have these things out in
the open being discussed.

Another thing I was disappointed in,
and I would get to the rule a little
later, unlike all the other bills that I
suspect we will be seeing a lot of
across-the-board cuts in appropria-
tions. We have seen them offered by
the Democratic side of the aisle here
for the last couple of bills. We have
seen those offered by the Democratic
side of the aisle as across-the-board
cuts. Yet, unfortunately, under the
rule, we do not have any across-the-
board cuts. In fact, of the amendments
made in order by the Committee on
Rules, only four of them actually re-
duce spending. Over 15 were offered. No
across-the-board cuts were made.

I should stand up here and I should be
very happy because two of the three
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amendments that I offered in the Com-
mittee on Rules were accepted. The
only point is the amendments that
were made in order are subject to a
point of order and they did not waive
that.

So, I suspect, and I hope that I am
wrong, when I get up to offer my
amendment on the floor, that the gen-
tleman from California will not rise
and make a point of order and will
allow me, as was, I am sure, the intent
of the Committee on Rules, will allow
me to stand up and offer what was
made in order by the Committee on
Rules, and that is to do a study on
space in the House here in the Capitol
and the House office buildings.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me because I
was just up discussing with the par-
liamentarian something which hap-
pened as a result of the rule. That is
that because of the process we have
used here, we have now adopted lan-
guage on page 34, ‘‘provided’ language,
which goes to section 305 of the bill,
which, as I understand it, cannot be
discussed, cannot be amended, will not
even be read by the Clerk later on
today as we are reading through the
bill, but yet it changes materially the
section 305 into something that is com-
pletely nonsensical in nature. There is
absolutely no way we ought to be pro-
viding for ‘‘that no amounts may be
transferred before the date of enact-
ment of the act authorizing the use of
funds for that purpose,” when the
whole section goes to the question of
“no part of any appropriation of this
act or any other act shall be used for
acquisition.”

Now, you know, we have managed
now to become a laughingstock with
some of the bills we have. You now
have language here which is totally
nonsensical and the House is going to
be asked to act upon it because we can-
not even do something to correct it or
amend it on the House floor.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. FAZIO. 1 thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, there was a clerical
error made in submitting that amend-
ment to the Committee on Rules,
which could be easily corrected if the
gentleman would allow a unanimous
consent request in the full House when
we complete the work of this bill.

I appreciate the gentleman’s very
close reading of the bill. He has found
a technical mistake that certainly,
hopefully everyone will allow to be
fixed when the time comes. It just puts
the language of section 306 in compli-
ance with the authorizing committee’s
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purpose. Their amendment requires a
minor technical adjustment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume, to say that indeed we will
watch with care the way the gentleman
handles the procedural process of
amendments before us, approved by the
Committee on Rules, to see whether he
exercises points of order to eliminate
discussion, before we make a decision
regarding such things as a unanimous-
consent request.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I think, in general, I am prepared to
allow some discussion before I do move
to terminate. But I do think that
would also require some on your side to
cooperate in other procedural ways as
we proceed through the bill.

Mr. LEWIS of California. We are be-
ginning to find that this is a process of
termination around here.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is fascinat-
ing. We are supposed to allow them to
clean up the bill by unanimous consent
when in fact what they have done is
stripped the minority of our ability to
strike sections of the bill that we
thought were completely within our
rights to deal with. And I would tell
the gentleman I do not think this
should be done by unanimous consent.
It is the kind of thing which is pre-
cisely why we should not operate in
this kind of a manner. I am told, for
example, that under this process we
cannot move to strike the last word,
even. That has been taken away from
us as well. We cannot even debate these
matters. That privilege has been taken
away not only on this side but on the
other side.

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman would
yield, the gentleman has always been a
staunch defender of the authorizing
committees throughout this career
here. I have heard him speak on the en-
ergy and water bill just the other day.
All we are trying to do is accommodate
the authorizing committee here. They
submitted some language that was not
perfect. We certainly would like to fix
it. But if the gentleman wishes to ob-
ject, we certainly would have to find
another time and place to do it.

Mr. WALKER. As the gentleman
knows, this could have been corrected
easily if they would allow us to go by
the regular process instead of this
process.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] controls
the time at this point.
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
is making a very important point. It is
very clear that we have a precedent
here insofar as the rules are concerned,
whereby the majority appears to plan
to use the Committee on Rules to limit
debate and amendments on appropria-
tions bills, a precedent that is most un-
usual and indeed could have a very big
impact upon the direction of the na-
tional economy.

But by way of closing, Mr. Chairman,
let me suggest I very much have appre-
ciated the support I have had from
Members on my side of the aisle on this
committee, where we do the very dif-
ficult work of appropriating moneys
for the workings of the House. The gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] and
the gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VUCANOVICH] have been extremely help-
ful Members, and I appreciate their as-
sistance.

Beyond that, as my chairman indi-
cated earlier, we have very fine staff on
both sides of the aisle who are fully co-
operative in a bipartisan sense.

I have very much appreciated my
chairman's willingness to be responsive
to our efforts to cut back the spending
on this bill, for indeed if we are going
to set an example for the country, the
first place to begin to set that example
is in the appropriations for the legisla-
tive branch itself.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, for the record |
want to register my disgust with the Demo-
cratic leadrship of this House for the manner
in which it limited amendments to the legisla-
tive branch appropriations bill for fiscal year
1993. | do not understand why the Democrats
would choose to limit the ability of Members of
Congress to offer amendments to this bill,
when historically the bill has had an open
amendment process and when the American
people are begging us to clean up our own
house.

The effort to restrict our ability to offer
amendments, particularly amendments to cut
spending, is also a rather hypocritical act
when one considers the recent debate that oc-
curred on the floor of the House. Not too long
ago this Chamber defeated a constitutional
amendment mandating a balanced budget
amid the pleas and cries of many Members
that it was unnecessary. It was argued that,
despite this body's propensity to endlessly
spend taxpayer dollars, it was not necessary
to cement fiscal responsibility into law be-
cause Congress already has the ability and,
more importantly, the desire to practice safe
legislating on their own, without any tampering
with the Constitution. That was the argument
made by many of my colleagues and today |
am calling them on their promise. This is, as
they say, the day of reckoning—an opportune
time to demonstrate to the American people
the commitment and dedication this body has
to providing a better future for our grand-
children than the one currently promised them
under a $4 trillion black cloud of debt. Indeed,
what better way to start than by cutting spend-
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ing that directly affects us—the budget for
Congress.

There was a lot of talk on the floor 2 weeks
ago about the necessity of balancing the
budget, cutting spending, and reducing the
deficit. Well, the American people have heard
enough talk. Understandably so, they want
some action. Today, | challenge my col-
leagues to help restore the credibility of this
institution by voting with a thought to the fu-
ture of our country. We have a unique oppor-
tunity today to convince our constituency, and
ourselves, that we can produce a balanced
budget and we can curb the Federal Govern-
ment's runaway spending. Let's not blow this
opportunity with more hot air. | say to my col-
leagues who voted against the balanced budg-
et amendment while confessing that Congress
can and will cut spending without a constitu-
tional mandate, “Go ahead, make my day!”

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, | rise in op-
position to H.R. 5427, the legislative branch
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1993.

Mr. Chairman, 2 weeks ago, the House re-
jected four different proposals to add a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Constitution.
Opponents argued that courage on the part of
Congress—not a constitutional amendment—
was necessary to balance the budget.

| agree with them in one respect: It will take
courage to balance the budget. And today,
Congress had an excellent opportunity to dis-
play this courage by reducing its own spend-
ing in this bill. Yet, once again, it failed to do
so.
Earlier this week, | offered an amendment
before the Rules Committee to reduce the
bill's spending to the level passed by the
House for fiscal year 1991. This amendment
would have cut spending for congressional op-
erations by 7.6 percent, a savings of more
than $138 million for the taxpayers.

Why fiscal year 1991 levels?

Like many of you, | have listened to our col-
leagues on the Appropriations Committee
argue that the spending level of H.R. 5427
falls below the appropriations level for fiscal
year 1992,

What our colleagues do not mention is that
their 1992 baseline of $1.829 billion is the re-
sult of significant increases put in by Con-
gress. As you will see, the process by which
these funds were added is not only fiscally ir-
responsible, but confusing as well.

On October 20, 1990, the House passed a
$1.671 billion appropriations bill for fiscal year
1991. The conferees then added another $70
million, a 4.2 percent increase over what the
House had already approved for the needs of
itself and other legislative agencies.

Then, for fiscal year 1992, Congress tacked
on an additional $88 million, a 5.1 percent in-
crease over the previous year's appropria-
tions. These increases led to the $1.829 billion
we are spending this year, a full $158 million
more than the House originally determined it
needed for fiscal year 1991.

And what have these additional funds gotten
us over the last 20 months?

Continued failure to balance the Federal
budget. Ethics problems. The inability to pass
economic growth legislation. No wonder the
voters are angry.

It's time to redeem ourselves—not through
vague proposals on budget reform, but
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through sound fiscal policy. And where better
to start than with this body?

While a $138 million reduction may seem
like a drop in the bucket compared to a $400
billion deficit and a $4 trillion national debt, it
would have been a sign to the American peo-
ple that Congress is ready to begin balancing
the budget.

I'm disappointed to see that once again,
Congress has refused to do that. Our children
and grandchildren deserve better.

| urge my colleagues to vote against the bill.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, the legislative
branch bill is the third fiscal year 1993 appro-
priations bill before the House this year. This
bill makes clear that the Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990 does impact the appropriations
process.

It has imposed considerable discipline;
spending constraints are real and they are dif-
ficult.

Mr. Chairman, | take this opportunity to
commend the chairman and the ranking mi-
nority member of this subcommittee. Theirs is
a thankless task, and one which has little posi-
tive impact back home in their districts.

They have worked diligently to craft a tight
bill.

This is the only appropriation bill which
funds one of the three branches of the Federal
Government in its entirety and, only for that
branch of Government. The funding for that
branch, the people's branch, amounts to 0.16
percent of the entire Federal budget and totals
$1.8 billion for fiscal year 1993.

It contains $1.1 billion, or 59 percent, for the
actual operations of the Congress, excluding
Senate items and, $733.5 million, or 41 per-
cent, for functions of other agencies such as
the Library of Congress, the Government
Printing Office, the General Accounting Office,
and the Botanic Garden which are not specifi-
cally related to Congress.

The total appropriation provided in this bill,
$1.8 billion, represents a $295.4 million, or 14-
percent, reduction to the budget request. The
bill is under last year's level by $20 million in
budget authority and $90 million, or 5.6 per-
cent, in outlays. It is under the 602(b) alloca-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, this bill holds the line.

The subcommittee had difficult decisions to
make and they did so as a team. The commit-
tee has reported a balanced, fair, and dis-
ciplined bill.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of H.R. 5427, the legislative branch
appropriations bill.

We have begun our annual exercise in self-
flagellation—consideration of the legislative
branch appropriation bill. Over the next few
hours we will undoubtedly be treated to some
amendments intended solely to cripple this in-
stitution’s ability to operate. Others, perhaps,
may be offered in an attempt to embarrass
this House and its leadership. In recent years
some Members have used this bill to try to
score political points at the expense of the
House. | hope this will not be the case again
this year.

The Committee on Appropriations has
brought us a good bill, and | want to commend
the work of Chairman FAzIO, ranking member
LEwis, and the members of the Subcommittee
on the Legislative Branch who each year face
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the thankless task of developing this legisla-
tion.

This is the leanest legislative branch bill |
can remember in my 28 years in the House.
This bill is not a current-services bill, that is,
a freeze with adjustments for inflation. It is not
even a hard freeze. It is a real cut as far as
the House is concerned. As reported, this bill
appropriates 18 percent less than has been
requested for fiscal year 1993 and 1 percent
less than was appropriated last year.

These cuts are spread across the board, at
least as far as the majority is concerned. | no-
tice the Speaker's office is cut by more than
6 percent below last year's level. The majority
leader’s office is cut by more than 11 percent.
The minority leader's office is cut by about 3
percent. Official mail costs are slashed. Vir-
tually every other House account is frozen at
last year's level. As a committee chairman
who has to deal with these cuts, | know this
bill will cause some pain.

| am concerned, however, that in our efforts
to demonstrate to our constituents that we are
fiscally responsible we will impair our ability to
operate and to oversee the executive branch.
If we adopt some of the amendments which
have been noticed, we could shoot ourselves
in the foot.

Some, particularly on the other side of the
aisle, may want to impair our ability to conduct
effective oversight. From a partisan standpoint
that is understandable. It was the Democratic
Congress that exposed executive branch
scandals such as Watergate, Iran-Contra, the
HUD scandal, and the savings and loan deba-
cle. But it is the responsibility of the Congress
to oversee the executive branch, and it would
be irresponsible to adopt amendments which
impair our ability to meet that responsibility.

An example of such an amendment is one
that may be offered to cut the General Ac-
counting Office’s [GAO] budget by 25 percent.
This amendment would gut GAO'’s ability to
serve as the investigative arm of the Con-
gress. | intend to speak against that amend-
ment later, but | have always been impressed
by the impartiality and professionalism of
GAO. When | chaired the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, GAO investigators
unearthed the inappropriate financial relation-
ships between top Presidential advisers, Mr.
Deaver and Mr. Meese, and the Chairman of
the Postal Service Board of Governors whose
appointment, coincidentally, had been rec-
ommended by Mr. Deaver. It was GAO which
examined the sweetheart contract Ross Perot
entered into with the Postal Service, a contract
which virtually guaranteed that Mr. Perot's
company would have a monopoly on Postal
Service business. That contract was nullified
when the full details of the contract became
public.

With respect to programs under the jurisdic-
tion of the Education and Labor Committee,
the GAO, during fiscal years 1989 through
1992, issued 94 reports, prepared 44 pieces
of congressional testimony, and documented
savings of over $800 million. During this pe-
riod, GAO's work contributed significantly to
our legislative and oversight activities and re-
sulted in savings and improvements in the De-
partments of Education and Labor.

My colleagues, this is a good bill. Support
Chairman FAzi0. Oppose those amendments
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which hinder Congress’ ability to do its job.
And, vote for the bill.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Legislative Branch Subcommit-
tee | rise in support of H.R. 5427. It is a privi-
lege to serve with such distinguished mem-
bers as our chairman, VIC Fazio, and the
ranking member, JERRY LEWIS. | would like to
commend them for their hard work on this bill.
This is always a controversial piece of legisla-
tion and this year is no exception in light of
the recent wave of Congress bashing. Vic and
JERRY have worked hard to bring a fair and
balanced bill to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, we approved $1.8 billion in
spending, which does not include money for
the Senate. This represents a 5.7-percent re-
duction in outlays from fiscal year 1992 and a
1.1-percent reduction in budget authority. With
this bill we are showing that, in this time of
tight budgets, we are tightening our own belts
and reducing the money spent on congres-
sional operations. We are setting an example
for the other branches and rightfully so.

This is, by its very nature, a difficult debate.
| would like to point out, however, that the $53
million appropriated for franked mail rep-
resents a one-third reduction from the $80 mil-
lion that was initially approved for fiscal year
18992. The bill also includes language that
would prohibit House Members from sending
franked mass mailings outside their districts.

The fiscal 1993 appropriation for House sal-
aries and expenses, which include committees
and personal staffs, is set at $704.4 million,
compared with $713.5 million in fiscal year
1992.

The GAO's budget was cut by $500,000 to
$442.2 million. Although this is a step in the
right direction, | am in favor of efforts to re-
duce this budget even further.

The only significant increase is for the Li-
brary of Congress. This is due to the fact that
the Library is in the midst of a massive com-
puter cataloging program.

Mr. Chairman, | know that this is an easy
bill to criticize but we must provide adequate
funding for the efficient operations of the
House. A lot of hard work, on both sides, has
gone into this bill and | urge passage of H.R.
5427.

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the legislative branch appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1993. This bill is a fiscally
responsible piece of legislation which will limit
the potential for growth in legislative branch
expenditures. It is the product of a very ration-
al and systematic process of reviewing in de-
tail every budget request from the entities
comprising the legislative branch. The bill, as
skillfully crafted by the Subcommittee on Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations, prudently bal-
ances the demand for fiscal restraint in the ex-
penditure of public funds with the critical need
for the legislative branch to discharge its re-
sponsibilities in an effective manner. Con-
sequently, | commend the chairman of the
subcommittee, Mr. FAZIO, the ranking minority
member, Mr. LEwiS, and the members of the
subcommittee for their hard and thoughtful
work.

The recommended total new budget author-
ity for fiscal year 1993 is $19,875,000 below
the total amount available for fiscal year 1992.
Furthermore, the recommended total amount
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for fiscal year 1993 is $295,400,000 less than
the sum total of all the budget requests from
the respective legislative branch entities. In ef-
fect, the total of all the requests was cut by 14
percent. Thus, the recommended total appro-
priation for fiscal year 1993 is very reasonable
and in fact, it reflects a tough bill. In the end,
the subcommittee has presented to the House
a true product of fiscal restraint and prudence.

In terms of understanding the relationship of
the pending appropriations bill with the legisla-
tive branch budgets approved over the past
several years, the committee report is very in-
structive. Since 1978, a year in which legisla-
tive branch operations stabilized, the legisla-
tive branch budget has remained approxi-
mately the same in real terms. As the report
indicates:

The average growth since 1978 has been 5.4
percent per year, as compared with 5.5 per-
cent for price levels measured by the
Consumer Price Index. Congressional oper-
ations, title I of the bill (and adding the
budget estimates for the Senate), also have
been restrained, growing at only 5.7 percent
annually. During the same period, the execu-
tive branch has averaged a 7.6-percent an-
nual rate of growth, an increase in real dol-
lars at an annual rate of 41 percent higher
than the legislative budget.

Finally, | strongly urge my colleagues to
support this very restrained bill. It is a very re-
sponsible allocation of Federal funds. In par-
ticular, | would recommend against supporting
any indiscriminate across-the-board cut. Ap-
proval of such a cut would seriously negate
the careful judgments made by the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee during its meticulous
budget review process. In fact, the adoption of
such an amendment would impair the process
itself and it would lead to unforeseen con-
sequences. It would be a defeat for the
House’s effort to apportion its funds in a fis-
cally reargonsible manner.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman,
| rise in frustration at the treatment of the mi-
nority party and for the business-as-usual atti-
tude that shows itself in the funding levels in
this bill. The rule under which the bill is being
debated shows that the Democrats are not
willing to make those tough choices that they
spoke so fondly of just a few weeks ago.
Amendments that would make tough budget
choices were not allowed to be offered on the
floor by the Democrat-controlled Rules Com-
mittee.

Of the amendments that were allowed, there
are a few | would like to discuss. | am pleased
to support the Swett amendment to rescind
$6.1 million in unused 1991 appropriations.
The existence of the contingency fund is yet
another example of House procedures with
which the public is outraged. The contingency
fund typifies the fiscal irresponsibility of the
Democratic Party which has controlled Con-
gress for the last umpteen years. If Congress
does not spend the money it was appro-
priated, the money should be retumed to the
Treasury. It should not be left in some contin-
gency account to fund projects not subject to
congressional review and at the discretion of
certain Members. Along with the return of this
money to the Treasury, | would have liked to
see the funds applied toward Federal deficit
reduction. Unfortunately, this amendment was
not allowed by the Rules Committee.
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| also support the Thomas of California
amendment. | am a cosponsor of legislation
that would prohibit Members from sending
mass mailings outside of their district. Pas-
sage of similar language in this bill will support
the movement to reform the franking system
and deter franking abuses.

| will not, however, support the Roberts/
Walsh amendment to prohibit Members from
using clerk hire and official expense funds to
support legislative service organizations [LSO].
| believe that LSO's are very worthwhile orga-
nizations. Without the support of their mem-
bers they would not exist. LSO’s provide valu-
able information on floor action and analysis of
legislation. If generated by individual offices,
this work would consume an inordinant
amount of time and would leave little time to
pursue other projects. If LSO's did not
produce work valued by the membership,
Members would not join them. In my opinion,
a prohibition on the use of Members' funds,
such as proposed by this amendment, is not
necessary.

In the end, however, | will not support this
bill. It provides funds for a bloated Congress.
The rule denied Members the opportunity to
make tough budget choices now. Many nec-
essary amendments which could have im-
proved the bill were not allowed under the
rule. | cannot support a bill which | believe
continues business as usual when my con-
stituents are crying out for change and a re-
duction in Federal spending.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHATRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
printed in section 2 of House Resolu-
tion 499 is considered and adopted.

Pursuant to the rule, no other
amendment shall be in order except
those amendments printed in House
Report 102-609. Unless otherwise speci-
fied in the rule, amendments shall be
considered in the order and manner
specified, shall be offered only by the
Member specified, or his designee, shall
be considered as read, and shall not be
subject to amendment or to a demand
for a division of the question. An
amendment in the form of a limitation
or retrenchment shall remain subject
to the provisions of clauses 2(c) and
2(d) of rule XXI. Debate time for each
amendment shall be equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent of the amendment.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 5427

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1993, and for other purposes,
namely:
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TITLE I—-CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MILEAGE OF MEMBERS

For mileage of Members, as authorized by
law, $210,000.
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Mr. FAZIO (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill through page 17, line 16, be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SWETT

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment made in order under the
rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SWETT: Page 2,
after line 5, insert the following:

SALARIES AND EXPENSES (PRIOR YEARS)
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds appropriated in the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1991, for the
House of Representatives under the heading
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES', there is re-
scinded a total of $6,775,642.83, in the
amounts specified for the following headings
and accounts:

(1) ““HOUSE LEADERSHIP OFFICES,”
$308,988.51, as follows: (A) “‘Office of the
Speaker”, $17,647.07; (B) ‘*Office of the Major-
ity Floor Leader™, $36,233.46; (C) “Office of
the Minority Floor Leader™, $183,097.26; (D)
“Office of the Majority Whip"', $61,579.53; and
(E) *“*Office of the Minority Whip"', $10,431.19.

(2) ‘‘COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET (STUDIES)",
$8,261.37.

(3) *“STANDING COMMITTEES, SPECIAL AND SE-
LECT", $2,171,051.63.

4) "'ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES'’,
$2,592,737.63, as follows: (A) *Official Ex-
penses of Members'', $2,196,821.48; (B) ‘‘sup-
plies, materials, administrative costs and
Federal tort claims”, $3,108.30; (C) “net ex-
penses of purchase, lease and maintenance of
office equipment’, $292,766.95; and (D) “‘sten-
ographic reporting of committee hearings’',
$100,040,90.

(5) “‘COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS (STUD-
IES AND INVESTIGATIONS)"", §955,144.83.

(6) “OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS", $41,210.33.

(7) “*SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES',
$698,248.53, as follows: (A) “Office of the Post-
master”, $1,000.53; (B) ‘‘Office of the Par-
liamentarian', $119,087.71; (C) *“‘for salaries
and expenses of the Office of the Historian™’,
$54,324.08; (D) ‘“‘for salaries and expenses of
the Office of the Legislative Counsel of the
House", $198,559.05; (E) *‘six minority em-
ployees”, $85,315.44; (F) “the House Demo-
cratic Steering Committee and Caucus’,
$123,537.90; (G) “the House Republican Con-
ference”, $94,273.55; and (H) *“other author-
ized employees’, $22,150.27.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT] is recognized for 15
minutes, and a Member opposed will be
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, although I do not rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by the
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gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
SWETT], I ask unanimous consent to be
recognized for 15 minutes in support of
this popular amendment, and I will al-
locate that time to the Members on my
side of the aisle.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT].

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consuine.

Mr. Chairman, first let me state my
support of H.R. 5427 and commend the
chairman and ranking member for
their fine work. In a year of tight fiscal
budgets, the reductions achieved in
this bill, which make it less than budg-
ets of all previous years since 1977,
clearly indicate that Congress is mov-
ing in the right direction. However, I
hope that we can help make this bill
even better.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
am offering to the legislative branch
appropriations bill today will rescind
all known, unexpended balances from
the fiscal year 1991 appropriation for
the House of Representatives, which is
a sum of approximately $6.8 million.
These funds were previously appro-
priated for the use of the House leader-
ship offices, House committees, Mem-
ber offices, and other House of Rep-
resentatives’ accounts. Under our
amendment, these remaining unused
funds will be returned to the U.S.
Treasury and will not be repro-
grammed or used for other congres-
sional purposes.

I would like to acknowledge the sup-
port of Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota,
Mrs. BoxXeER of California, Mr. GLICK-
MAN of Kansas, Mr. PENNY of Min-
nesota, and Mr. KLuG of Wisconsin in
cosponsoring this amendment to the
legislative appropriations bill.

From the beginning of my short ca-
reer as a public servant and Member of
this House, it has been evident to me
that our greatest task is to increase
the fiscal responsibility of the Federal
Government.

Occasionally Members have the op-
portunity to demonstrate a commit-
ment to fiscal responsibility through
voting on bills that involve vast sums
of money by significantly altering the
way executive agencies operate and by
attempting to adopt an amendment to
the Constitution calling for a balanced
budget.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
might not be considered such a grand
piece of legislation. It returns a modest
amount to the Treasury. It will not
solve the national debt. But while $6.8
million may not be large in comparison
to the amounts we often consider in
this House, it is an important step in
the right direction. Rather than simply
reallocating these unexpended funds,
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we are returning them to the Treasury.
The principle is very important.

It is my hope, Mr. Chairman, that
this amendment will mark a beginning
in the exercise of greater fiscal respon-
sibility on the part of all of us in the
Congress. This past year, one of the
ways that I tried to do this was by
keeping a firm commitment I made to
my constituents in the 2d Congres-
sional District of New Hampshire not
to abuse my franked mail allowance.
Last year I returned over two-thirds of
my franked mail allowance to the
Clerk of the House.

I believe that each one of us in the
Congress has the responsibility to exer-
cise greater care in our stewardship of
the public funds we are allocated. We
must demonstrate to the American
people that we can be careful, respon-
sible managers who wisely guard the
taxpayers' dollars entrusted to us. Re-
scinding this $6.8 million is a modest
step toward greater fiscal responsibil-
ity in Congress. It demonstrates the
right attitude. It puts us on the right
track. It shows that Congress can get
by with less, that Congress can manage
public funds more efficiently. This is
the direction we must continue to fol-
low.

As the internationally renowned ar-
chitect, Miles Van der Rohe, once said,
*Less is more." If we can do more with
less, than we truly accomplish a great
deal in rebuilding the confidence of the
American people in our democratic
form of government.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr, KLUG].

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, there is a
fundamental principle involved in this
amendment that everyone in my dis-
trict in Wisconsin clearly understands,
and that is:

When you sit down at the kitchen table at
the end of the month over a cup of coffee to
write out checks for your bills, the goal for
everyone is to have some cash left over to
stick into a savings account.

Mr. Chairman, many of us, when we
were elected, took that same principle
to heart, so, as the year went on, we
did not spend every nickle and dime
and every buck at our disposal, we did
not spend it on staff, or mailing, or sta-
tionery. We tried to bank some of it
only to discover that the money we
thought was being returned to Treas-
ury oftentimes could be reprogrammed
and then spent elsewhere.

This amendment offered today will
return nearly $7 million to the Treas-
ury. This money from the 1991 legisla-
tive appropriations budget will be used
to reduce the deficit instead of being
tucked away in some rather mysteri-
ous contingency fund.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
in particular my freshman classmate,
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the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM], who has taken the lead in
recent weeks in pointing out the poten-
tial for abuse in any kind of legislative
slush fund, and I would also like to
thank the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT], my colleague, and
also the gentleman from California
[Mr. Fazio] and the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEWIS] who agreed with
our arguments and who made the case
to their colleagues on the legislative
appropriations committee that legisla-
tive reprogramming should be substan-
tially cut back, although I, like many
of the speakers on this side of the aisle,
think it should be eliminated alto-
gether and in the future be totally
banned.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the ranking member
of the Subcommittee on Legislative of
the Committee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, by way of the courtesy of the
Chair, I rise to express my support for
the work of our two colleagues on this
amendment. The amendment would re-
scind almost $7 million from the legis-
lative branch appropriations bill, mon-
eys that remain from the 1991 year. It
is our best guesstimate that we can
within reason rescind at this point as
much money from our bill as possible
from the 1990 year and 1991 year to the
Treasury rather than accumulating
over time into a larger fund available
for legislative branch reprogramming
purposes. It is an effort in another way
to demonstrate that within the legisla-
tive branch appropriations bill we are
not just tightening our belts. We in-
deed are attempting to demonstrate
that across the board in our appropria-
tions bills this year there will be a
major effort to cut back spending and,
thereby, impact the national debt.

O 1500

With that, I want to express my ap-
preciation to my two colleagues, and I
certainly appreciate them yielding me
this time.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to my distinguished freshman
colleague, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SANTORUM], who has been
a leader on this entire issue.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to give a
little overview of where this money is
coming from and how we arrived at
this §6 million figure.

At the end of 1991 my understanding
was that left over, in other words,
money in the legislative accounts that
was unused in 1991 as of September 30,
which is the end of our fiscal year, was
approximately $46 million.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me step
back. I think sometime this winter we
rescinded $20 million of that $46 mil-
lion, so we went down to $26 million



16080

being left over. We took $20 million and
rescinded that funding from the frank-
ing account.

We are now today rescinding another
$6 million, which leaves about $20 mil-
lion.

You may ask what happened to this
$20 million? Some very legitimate
things happened. There were bills that
were not submitted by the September
30 deadline that we had to pay. A lot of
those bills were in, and, unfortunately,
some of this money was reprogrammed.

What is reprogramming? Well, let us
say you have some money here in the
Post Office account and you do not
necessarily have any reason to spend it
there because there are no unpaid bills,
so you decide you want to spend it over
here in the office equipment account.
So you, with a little sleight of hand,
the chairman of the appropriations
subcommittee, in consultation with
the ranking member, decides we are
going to spend this money somewhere
else for some other purpose that no-
body in this House has agreed to spend
it on.

That is what I call the contingency
funds of the House.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I knew
the gentleman would yield, because it
is important to have some dialog on
this issue.

I certainly appreciate the under-
standing of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SANTORUM], increasing
understanding, I might add, of how this
works.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I am
learning.

Mr. FAZIO. I think the gentleman is
to be commended for this studious ap-
proach to this. I know the gentleman
has been working with staff and the
CRS and others.

The only point I would like to make
though is that the reprogramming au-
thority here actually provides for more
accountability than exists often in the
executive branch.

In many areas the sorts of transfers
that the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEwis] and I agreed to make here,
from one account to another, are not
even brought to Congress when they
occur in the executive branch. So we
really are providing more oversight. I
think we have to remember that all
these things that we have repro-
grammed for are authorized. They are
totally appropriated based on law that
is standing in existence.

For example, the reprogramming we
agreed to last week on the clerk hire
funds which will allow Members to
keep faith with their employees
through the end of the fiscal year is
very important, and not sleight of
hand. It is simply part of the process
that we have to use to have the flexi-
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bility to do our job. It is the same sort
of thing that is done in the private sec-
tor and the executive branch in order
to expedite their operations and to deal
with unforeseen requirements.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I was going to suggest to the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM] that one day it is conceiv-
able that my chairman’s party might
have the presidency. Then the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM] and I can make all these
examples about the administration.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, what I would say is
while we might be somewhat more ac-
countable while the subcommittee
makes these decisions, my feeling is if
we are going to be doing reprogram-
ming, No. 1, we should limit it, and I
think we have done that by elimi-
nation of the no-year funding; and,
two, it should be a much more open
process and inform the Members gen-
erally speaking as to what is going on
so the public has the right to know
that.

Mr., Chairman, that is the reason I
have gotten up on the floor and at
times harangued on this issue. I think
we are seeing some sanity being
brought to the process.

I want to commend the gentlemen for
doing this and commend the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] and the
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
SWETT] for eliminating whatever
money was left over for 1991. I look for-
ward next year to getting rid of the
leftover funds from 1992.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Swett-Penny-Dorgan-
Klug-Boxer amendment to the fiscal
yvear 1993 Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act, to rescind funds appro-
priated but not spent in Member’s of-
fice accounts in fiscal 1991. The $6.8
million rescinded by this amendment
will be returned to the Treasury for
deficit reduction. I commend the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire for his
leadership in offering this amendment
and I also want to thank Chairman VIC
FAZ1o for producing a bill that is both
below the budget cap and a 5.7-percent
reduction from current-year spending
levels.

The underlying bill before us, H.R.
5427, will result in a hiring freeze in the
House, a $27 million cut in mail costs,
a $6.2 million reduction in congres-
sional printing costs, a $8.2 million cut
in maintenance and repairs, a $4.5 mil-
lion cut for House supplies and mate-
rials, a $1.2 million reduction in police
costs, a spending freeze for the Con-
gressional Research Service and all
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joint committees at current-year levels
to just name a few of the reductions
contained in this measure. This year’s
bill contains more cuts than any other
year in the history of legislative
branch appropriations.

The Swett-Penny-Dorgan-Klug-Boxer
amendment eliminates what has been
called no-year funds that are appro-
priated in one fiscal year but are au-
thorized to be spent in subsequent
years. Some Members, myself included,
have consistently turned back a por-
tion of our office budget. Our intent
was to save the taxpayers money—not
to have these savings spent elsewhere.
Many of us have rightfully charged
that no-year accounts have turned into
a slush fund from which projects
around the House are funded, often
without authorization or specific ap-
propriation. For the information of
Members, this fiscal year 1993 legisla-
tive branch bill allows no such fund.

In addition, I believe a reorganiza-
tion of the Congress is in order—in-
cluding a reduction in the number of
committees. I will be working to im-
plement these reforms in the next Con-
gress. Clearly, at that point, additional
budget savings can be achieved. In the
meantime, I am pleased with our re-
cent decision to freeze current-year
committee budgets and with this pro-
posal for nearly a 6-percent cut in next
yvear’'s legislative funding. I feel these
are steps in the right direction. I com-
mend the leadership for working with
those of us who have advocated cuts in
the legislative budget.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment, and I again commend Mr. SWETT
and Chairman FaAzio for their work on
this measure.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DOOLITTLE].

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
think this is a good amendment that
we should all support. The bill before
us to which this is an amendment
makes great strides by eliminating no-
year funding, which did give rise to the
so-called slush fund which is, I think,
of great concern to many people
throughout this country. I am de-
lighted to know that we are going back
toward the fixed year appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, I also like this amend-
ment because we will be able to return
to the General Treasury for purposes of
deficit reduction nearly $7 million,
which, although small in terms of the
overall size of the budget, is definitely
a step in the right direction.

I wish that we could go beyond what
this amendment proposes and get a
performance audit of all accounts of
the House of Representatives, and I
would like to scrutinize more closely
the Architect of the Capitol account,
but those issues will remain for an-
other day.

Today we have a chance to take this
small step in the right direction, and I
would urge support for the amendment.
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Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BOEHNER].

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to support the amendment of-
fered by my colleagues and friends, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG]
and the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT]. I think this is cer-
tainly a worthwhile contribution they
make today.

I also rise to congratulate the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAzIO] and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEwWIs], who have made some impor-
tant contributions in terms of chang-
ing the direction of this legislation. It
does not go as far as I would like to see
it go, but it is at least a step in the
right direction.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague, the gen-
tleman from  Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM], previously discussed con-
tingency funds and the whole issue of
reprogramming. We are reducing the
contingent funds here. We are down to
about $20 million. With what the com-
mittee did to eliminate no-year fund-
ing, the ability of contingent funds to
continue to build can no longer occur.

When it comes to reprogramming of
those funds, I think that all of us real-
ize reprogramming is important. You
are going to have changes in the budg-
et that occur during the year, and cer-
tainly there is going to be an effort and
need to change funds around.

What I and others would like to see
in a reform mode is to see that re-
programming efforts are done in a
more formal way, in a more open way,
so that Members of this House have
some idea why we are reprogramming
money and for what purpose it is going
to be used.

In addition, one of the other areas
that I think a lot of us believe strongly
in is that we ought to have perform-
ance audits, so that Members of this
Congress who sit here and vote for this
money can actually see where this
money is going. Because with re-
programming, as it is done today, and
with the lack of performance audits,
many of us have no idea how funds that
this Congress appropriates are actually
being used.
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So again, I rise to thank my col-
leagues and support their amendment.
It is a worthwhile amendment, de-
serves an “‘aye’’ vote.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CARPER].

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I want to commend him and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] for
offering this amendment today.

This is not, I guess, in the whole
scope of things, an enormous amount
of money, roughly $7 million. And
added to the $20 million, to which this
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bill comes to us today, below 1992
spending, it is certainly another step in
the right direction.

The bill amounts to a rescission, a
rescission. And we may recall under
current law, the President, when he
signs an appropriations bill, can send a
rescission message to the Congress.
And after 45 days, if we have not taken
action on that rescission, the rescis-
sion effectively goes away.

There are some of us who believe
that the Congress should be compelled
to vote on Presidential rescissions, to
be able to defeat them with a simple
majority, but that we would have to
vote on that rescission.

This, in effect, is an attempt to do
something along those lines. I com-
mend the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. SWETT] for his inviting us to
take that step, and my hope is that
maybe we will consider taking a bolder
step and to consider the way we have
written the 1974 Budget Act, which re-
quires us to vote on all Presidential re-
scissions.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS], who led the fight to try
to do this last year.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

It is a pleasure to rise in support of
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire and the
gentleman from Wisconsin. I would
like to point out that this amendment
is guite similar to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SANTORUM] last year.
This amendment will rescind a total of
$6.8 million from the funds appro-
priated for our salaries and expense ac-
counts. I support this amendment be-
cause it has been a longtime coming.

The House leadership had made a
practice of transferring unspent mon-
eys into various accounts without the
approval or even awareness of other
members.

This amendment demonstrates a
willingness by this body to move to-
ward increased openness and account-
ability. The House leadership deserves
praise for admitting the existence of
discretionary funds and helping target
those funds toward deficit reduction.

Mr. Chairman, in the past many
members thought amendments like
this were not important to the Amer-
ican people—that they were over-
looked.

Well, in my district that is not so.
Just last April a letter appeared in the
Gainesville Sun from a gentleman call-
ing for the elimination of discretionary
funds in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives. He believed the House should
lead the deficit reduction charge by ex-
ample.

The vote on this amendment will
send a message to the American people
about both the House and their individ-
ual representative.
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A ‘‘yes” vote tells them the House
will operate itself openly and honestly.
A “no” vote signals a return the se-
crecy and deception of years past.

Again, I praise the House leadership
for allowing this important amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New Hampshire and the gentleman
from Wisconsin to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to my fellow freshman class-
mate, the gentleman from California
[Mr. RIGGS].

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I compliment his efforts and those of
the gentleman from New Hampshire
[Mr. SWETT].

I think this is a very, very important
amendment because it puts the House
on record as being serious about elimi-
nating the practice of reprogramming
unexpended funds. It establishes a
precedent for, actually an incentive for
the House itself to conserve and to
spend the taxpayer dollar wisely.

Until the present and until this
amendment there has been no incen-
tive for Members of the House to
underexpend their authorized budget
because in reality, when that occurred,
and that is the situation for a goodly
number of Members of Congress, those
funds, rather than being returned to
the Treasury or, in this instance, with
this amendment, rather than going di-
rectly toward deficit reduction, went
instead into a slush fund or a contin-
gency fund controlled by a handful of
Members of the House, the entrenched
Democratic leadership, for spending as
they saw fit.

So I compliment the authors of this
amendment. It is a very important and
timely one. Furthermore, it sets a good
example of belt tightening for the
American public as we enter into the
coming debate on how to balance the
Federal budget and how to bring Fed-
eral outlays, Federal Government out-
lays into line with Federal revenues.

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remaining 7 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

I simply want to say with this rescis-
sion we will be, as I think some have
already said, completely eliminating
all the carryover funds from the 1991
fiscal year that have not been legally
obligated. We are taking every penny,
every “'Tim Penny,” down to the end.

The additional rescission, however,
should be added to the amount that
was already cut in this bill. So in addi-
tion to the $19.9 million, which the
committee has reduced below the fiscal
1992 level, we will now be adding an ad-
ditional, $6.8 million, bringing the
total to $26.6 million below the current
year. And therefore, adding to the
amount we had already cut in this bill,



16082

we will now be reducing this bill by 1.5
percent in budget authority. And we
anticipate, based on the way in which
rescissions have been scored by CBO
and OMB, an overall reduction in 6.1
percent of actual outlays, well over the
budget resolution assumption.

I simply wanted to say, however, that
there have been a number of comments
about slush funds and nefarious activ-
ity in the process of reprogramming
and also some concerns expressed that
if Members underfund their allowances,
Member allowances for staff or clerk
hire or for office expenses or for post-
age, that somehow that money is not
being saved and is, therefore, being
made available to powerful entrenched
leaders of Congress.

I think it is important to say this.
We estimate that there will be many
Members who do not utilize all their
office accounts. The gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER], our friend
over here, the acting chairman of the
committee, has a reputation for dili-
gence and prudence in the way he han-
dles his office account. He is but one
example of a person that allows us to
authorize at one level and then in this
committee appropriate at a much
lower level all of these accounts be-
cause we fully appreciate that Mem-
bers will not fully expend all that they
are allowed to expend.

S0 to the degree that Members
choose not to spend their clerk hire, it
remains in the Treasury. It never
comes to Congress. It is never drawn
down upon. So the difference between
what we are allowed to spend and what
we do spend is calculated across the
board, not on an office-by-office basis.

We do not line item Members’ offices
in the bill. We aggregate all the offices.
So I want to assure the Members who
have not spent all their funds that they
have contributed to allowing large
sums of money to remain in the Treas-
ury, not to come here to be repro-
grammed in some manner.

The reason this issue has become
visible is because in 1991 and 1992, we
had no-year funding. To be blunt, the
reason no-year funding was included
for things other than capital outlay,
which is normally the case, even in
this bill, is because we had a very dif-
ficult time with our postage. Members
were voting to cut postage on the floor,
knowing full-well that those amend-
ments had no effect and Members con-
tinued to mail.

Some of the greatest mailers were
the first to vote to cut on the floor. So
what we did was provide flexibility,
which now that we have a cap on how
much Members can spend on madil, is no
longer necessary.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. SANTORUM] mentioned the 1992
bill. That will be the last bill in which
these kinds of accounts continue to
have no-year funding in them. And we
will be just as diligent to rescind
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money we do not need in 1992 as we
have been in 1991. But the reprogram-
ming process, which the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS] and I work
together on in a bipartisan way, which
we had, by the way, placed in the
RECORD and talked about on the floor
so that there are no questions as to the
validity of those requests and the way
we have responded to them, will con-
tinue when appropriate, when it ap-
pears that we will unfortunately be
short in some area where we
misestimated.
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I can remember a few years ago in
the first year of the FERS retirement
system, we had many new employees
who went into that program, and the
formula given to us by the administra-
tion was flawed. That generated addi-
tional funds. We reprogrammed those
funds to telecommunications, made
purchases of switches and telephone
equipment which since then has saved
us tens of millions of dollars.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FAZIO. I am happy to yield to
my friend, the gentleman from Califor-
nia.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing to me.

Mr. Chairman, I must say that it is
important to point out the fact, the re-
ality, that there is a tendency to focus
on this bill, and I have described it as
self-flagellation, and it is a reality that
some of those individuals, not all but
some of those individuals who are here
quickest to cut by way of amendment
are the very individuals who spend
every dime in their account.

Having said that, we have begun a
very important process here, for we are
saving millions of dollars by way of
this amendment. We have a very tight
bill to begin with, and one of our
former esteemed colleagues was heard
to say that ‘‘a dollar here, a dollar
there, §1 million here, $1 million there,
adds up to a lot of money eventually.”

Mr. FAZIO. 1 appreciate the gentle-
man’s comments. I would simply say to
those who appeared in the well today, 1
welcome their in-depth appreciation of
this bill. There are so many through
the years who have been so critical
without half the information. Some-
times a little bit of knowledge can
often be misused, and I am hopeful that
Members who now have a greater un-
derstanding of this process would
admit that there has been no nefarious
activity here, nothing done that would
be, by any Member's estimate, an inap-
propriate reprogramming.

While I said earlier that the adminis-
tration is very often held to a much
looser standard in this regard, I will
continue to work with my colleague,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS]. There will never be a day in
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which we have a reprogramming which
cannot be agreed to on both sides of
the aisle. If it cannot be agreed to, we
will bring it to the floor and have the
Members vote on it. It is the only way
for us to proceed. It is a practical and
I think a time-honored way to do that.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FAZIO. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I noticed when I went
through the reprogramming account
that the gentleman published in the
RECORD the other day that it was
$314,000 that was spent to remodel the
former Document Room for I think his
Steering and Policy Committee.

I would ask the gentleman, who made
the decision that $314,000 should be
used for that purpose?

Mr. FAZIO. The decision is made by
the Architect of the Capitol and sub-
mitted to the committee. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] and
I review the recommendations of the
Architect when it falls into the pur-
view of the Architect of the Capitol.

Mr. WALKER. So the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZIO] and the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS]
signed off for the House on that par-
ticular project, is that right?

Mr. FAZIO. That is correct, after, I
must say, some lengthy discussion, and
I know in the case of the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEWIS], some con-
crete conversation with the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. I have some
additional remarks which I will insert
here that provide additional classifica-
tion.

THERE IS NO SLUSH FUND

Mr. Chairman, about this time each
year, and every other year at election
time, we begin hearing about a so-
called slush fund—or a Speaker’'s slush
fund. Well, there is no slush fund—not
in this bill—mor elsewhere that I know
of in the House of Representatives.

One of the common descriptions of
this mystical allegation goes like this:

A Member's current clerk hire allowance is
$537,480. If the Member does not pay all that
out in salaries, then some say the unused
funds go into the *‘Speaker's slush fund.”
That's pure rhetoric, of course, and it is just
not the case.

In the first place, we do not appro-
priate sufficient funds for all Members
to spend the clerk-hire allowance, in-
cluding the transfers they are allowed
to make. If we did, we would have to
appropriate $276.1 million into that ac-
count.

But this bill only appropriates $228.3
million for that purpose. That's be-
cause we know many Members will not
spend their full allowances. We have
many frugal Members, and the com-
mittee does not believe in full funding
any account. We only fund what we be-
lieve is necessary.
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So we have saved $48 million.

That $48 million is not in a slush
fund. We did not appropriate it. It
doesn’t transfer into the drawing ac-
count at the Treasury. Those Members
who do not spend their ceilings can
correctly say that they are saving real
dollars. They are entitled to use the
maximum allocation, but choose not
to.

If we didn’t appropriate it, it can't be
spent—that’s the law. So the Speaker—
the leader—the whip—the Clerk—the
doorkeeper—cannot spend it.

Now let me refer to a related matter,
because it is part of the misunder-
standing.

There are areas within the bill where
the committee retains authority to
transfer funds from areas where a sur-
plus may exist to an area where a defi-
cit may occur because of unforeseen
circumstances or because of an under-
estimated requirement.

That is prudent fiscal management.
There is nothing sinister—or under-
handed—or even unusual about this
practice. This reprogramming tool is
practiced in every agency of the Gov-
ernment and in every corporation in
America, It is good business sense to
allow some flexibility in a budget plan
and to provide a procedure for making
that flexibility as efficient as possible.

For example, in fiscal year 1990, the
House Postmaster was beginning to
run a backlog in delivering mail to
Members' offices—many of you remem-
ber that.

Well, the committee used the trans-
fer authority to add $44,000 to the Post-
master for overtime and additional
help. Later on we provided emergency
funds to hire 40 temporary mail han-
dlers to alleviate the problem.

Back in 1987, we transferred $12 mil-
lion—that's by far the largest transfer
that we have ever approved other than
one in 1989 because of an accounting
change—from the employee benefit ac-
count to our telephone payment ac-
count. We had the surplus because that
was the first full year of the new FERS
retirement program and the formula
given to us by OPM to use in figuring
the funding need, produced an amount
that was much larger than the actual
cost.

The $12 million telephone payment
was for two new switches and to pur-
chase new telephone instruments. And
because of that investment, we have
saved tens of millions of dollars. That
was a wise reallocation of savings.

This year, we have transferred from
savings the funds necessary to pay for
the increased salaries made possible by
the $50,000 increase in clerk-hire au-
thorization.

We have published every transfer we
have made since 1987 in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, or in hearings, and re-
leased the details to the press.

These are normal funding shifts with-
in a salary and expense appropriation.
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They are legal, they are prudent and
necessary, and they facilitate the oper-
ations of the House.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, there is one
other area that may impinge on this
discussion. I don't want to belabor the
point, but I do want to lay out the
facts and put this misleading and per-
sistent slush fund fairy tale to rest.

We have a line item in this bill: Sup-
plies, materials, administrative costs,
and Federal tort claims within the ac-
count for allowances and expenses.
That account totals about $19.1 mil-
lion. The kinds of items charged
against that account are centralized
telephone services, computer costs, of-
fice supplies, wall calendars, and so
forth. These are expense items for the
House in general, our administrative
offices, committees, leadership offices,
and so forth. There are procedures in
place that are followed to ensure that
every expenditure from this account is
authorized—is legal—and is cost-effec-
tive. The Committee on House Admin-
istration is the watchdog of this ac-
count. And they are our housekeeping
agency. I don't see how anyone could
justly criticize the necessity to have
that type of account for an organiza-
tion of over 11,000 people, with many
offices in all 50 States, and with an an-
nual budget of over $704 million.

There is no slush fund. There is pru-
dent flexibility—and appropriate man-
agement oversight.

RETURNING UNUSED FUNDS

I think each Member who does not
spend the allowance for clerk salaries
or the allowance for office expenses is
perfectly entitled to say those funds
were saved.

If a Member spends up to the allow-
ance limit for that Member, those ex-
penditures would have to be charged
against an appropriation account and
the Treasury would issue a check to
cover the expenditures made under the
allowance.

If the full allowance is not spent, the
funds are ‘‘saved’” in the sense they do
not have to be charged against any
spending authority in the U.S. Treas-
ury.

No matter how you look at it, if the
Member does not spend all the allow-
ance—there are savings to that extent.
And the Member is entitled to make
that claim.

There is some confusion here between
these clerk hire and office expense al-
lowances and the appropriations au-
thority which is necessary to allow the
U.S. Treasury to issue payment on an
expenditure from the allowance.

It is the House Administration Com-
mittee that sets the allowance.

It is the legislative appropriations
bill that actually enacts legal author-
ity for the Treasury to issue checks for
legal obligations against these allow-
ances.

Let me take a simple example to il-
lustrate the point.
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The House Administration Commit-
tee sets an allowance of $100 for Mem-
ber X.

The appropriations bill does not con-
tain an amount designated for Member
X. Instead we have estimated overall
what all Members will consume under
that allowance.

Because the Appropriations Commit-
tee knows the average Member X, or Y,
or Z, will probably not spend the entire
$100—the average Member is frugal—we
will only put an average for each Mem-
ber of $90 in the appropriations bill in
total for clerk hire.

Now, we have not reduced the allow-
ance—Member X can still spend the
$100—that is the legal allowance.

The Appropriations Committee
thinks only $90 will be spent.

If Member X spends $90—that Mem-
ber can certainly claim to have saved
$10. But no money can be returned, be-
cause the $10 is not appropriated.

If the Member spends only $80—then
$10 is saved in the appropriations bill
and $20 is saved from the allowance.

That Member can claim a savings to
the Treasury of $20—because that cer-
tainly was the allowance—$20 more
than spent.

But we can’'t turn back that $20. We
never appropriated it to begin with. We
do have $10 more than what we esti-
mated would be spent.

But there is another consideration
here.

Under the rules of the House Admin-
istration Committee, Member X can
transfer that $20, or $10, or $56 or what-
ever is left over from the clerk-hire al-
lowance to the office expense allow-
ance—for more office supplies, district
office rent, telephone charges, com-
puter equipment, and the like.

If that happens and, just as we
underfund the clerk-hire allowance, the
appropriations bill had only provided
390 for the office account appropria-
tions, that appropriation is now under-
funded by whatever amount the Mem-
ber transferred from the clerk-hire ac-
count.

If Member X transfers the entire $20,
we are now short $30 in the appropria-
tion provided for official expenses of
members—the $100 allowance plus the
$20 transfer less the $90 on average we
appropriate for the office accounts of
all Members.

So the $10 the Member did not spend
under the amount appropriated is need-
ed to transfer to the office account al-
lowance, under the committee’s trans-
fer authority, and now we are still $20
short in that account because we now
need a total of $120 to pay member X's
office allowance entitlement. That
shortage will probably be made up by
other Members who may underspend
their office accounts, or the committee
will have to find savings in other House
accounts to transfer into this account,
or the House Administration Commit-
tee will have to reduce the allowance.
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I know this is a complex accounting
procedure—and one which is not well
understood. But it is one that facili-
tates the administration of House ac-
counts.

The bottom line is that Member X
can justifiably claim a savings if the
allowance is not spent out.

That money cannot be turned back
specifically because it may be needed if
there is a net transfer by Members out
of the clerk-hire allowances to office
expenses or the mail allowance—and
we never appropriate the full amount
of the allowance anyway.

To the extent there is money left
over in the overall clerk-hire appro-
priation or the office account appro-
priation at the conclusion of the fiscal
year’'s accounting—that money will
lapse. It will stay in the Treasury and
be used for general deficit reduction.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise today in support of the amendment
offered by Mr. SWETT, myself, and others. In
each of the appropriations bills to reach the
floor this session, | have supported reasonable
reductions in spending. | believe the bill set-
ting spending levels for our own operations in
Congress should not be exempt from this
same scrutiny. All this amendment proposes is
that $6.8 million in unspent money be returned
to the Treasury rather than carried over into
future budgets.

The general approach of formulating budg-
ets in this town has been to take last year's
budget, increase it by some factor and as-
sume this as the new baseline. We often
speak of cuts when we have only slowed the
rate of increase. We have had a model of infi-
nite growth and unlimited resources for the
budget. When the economy is not growing,
this model just doesn’t work. Accordingly, we
must adjust our approach to refiect this reality.
One way to do this is by cutting Federal over-
head costs.

It's important to understand the context in
which this appropriations bill was developed.
Between 1979 and 1989 these changes in
Federal employment took place: executive
branch employment has increased by 8 per-
cent, judicial branch employment increased by
69 percent, while legisiative branch employ-
ment decreased by 5 percent.

At these levels, cutting the legislative branch
payroll in half would save as much as cutting
the executive branch by less than 1 percent.
But this doesn't excuse us from dealing with
the issue of spending in the legislative branch.

Passage of the amendment offered by Mr.
SweTT, myself, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. PENNY, Mr.
Guckman and Mr. KLuG will bring funding in
this bill to more than 6 percent under last
year's level and 14 percent under the Presi-
dents' budget request. That's responsible
budgeting and a model for other appropria-
tions bills we will consider.

My intent is not to throw stones or otherwise
disparage the work or the fine staff people
doing the work here on Capitol Hill. What | am
doing is taking a stand to try to change the
road we are on. It does mean that there

should be few sacred cows in discussing how
to get the deficit under control—and that in-
cludes our own house.

If this money hasn't been needed before,
we should do the right thing and return it to
the Treasury for reconsideration in light of
other priorities, and there certainly are plenty
of other needs. We expect to deobligate about
$150 million in unspent funds in the foreign
operations appropriations bill. We should do
likewise with our own funding bill. This ap-
proach is part of an overall effort, as rec-
ommended by the Democratic Caucus Task
Force on Government Waste, to cut overhead
costs.

“Hard choices and tough decisions” are
phrases heard often on the Hill these days.
This is another one, but not the last. | urge
you to support this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate
on the amendment has expired. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New Hampshire
[Mr. SWETT].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I demand

a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 426, noes 0,

not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 225]

AYES—426

Abercrombie Bustamante Dornan (CA)
Ackerman Byron Downey
Alexander Callahan Drefer
Allard Camp Duncan
Allen Campbell (CA) Durbin
Anderson Campbell (CO) Dwyer
Andrews (ME) Cardin Dymally
Andrews (NJ) Carper Early
Andrews (TX) Carr Eckart
Annunzio Chandler Edwards (CA)
Anthony Chapman Edwards (OK)
Applegate Clay Edwards (TX)
Archer Clement Emerson
Armey Clinger Engel
Aspin Coble English
Atkins Coleman (MO) Erdreich
AuCoin Coleman (TX) Espy
Bacchus Collins (IL) Evans
Baker Collins (MI) Ewing
Ballenger Combest Fascell
Barnard Condit Fawell
Barrett Conyers Fazio
Barton Cooper Feighan
Bateman Costello Fields
Beil Coughlin Fish
Bennett Cox (CA) Flake
Bentley Cox (IL) Foglietta
Bereuter Coyne Ford (MI)
Berman Cramer Ford (TN)
Bevill Crane Frank (MA)
Bilbray Cunningham Franks (CT)
Bilirakis Dannemeyer Frost.
Blackwell Darden Gallegly
Bliley Davis Gallo
Boehlert de la Garza Gaydos
Boehner DeFazio Gejdenson
Borski DeLauro Gekas
Boucher DeLay Gephardt
Boxer Dellums Geren
Brewster Derrick Gibbons
Brooks Dickinson Gilchrest
Broomfield Dicks Gillmor
Browier Dingell Gilman
Brown Dixon Gingrich
Bruce Donnelly Glickman
Bryant Dooley Gonzalez
Bunning Doolittle Goodling
Burton Dorgan (ND) Gordon
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Goss
Gradison
Grandy
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hancock
Hansen
Harris
Hastert
Hatcher
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)
Hefley
Henry
Herger
Hertel
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Holloway
Hopkins
Horn
Horton
Houghton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto

Hyde
Inhofe
Ireland
Jacobs
James
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson (TX)
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klug

Kolbe
Kolter
Kopetski
Kostmayer
Kyl
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Leach
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis {(CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd

Long
Lowery (CA)
Lowey (NY)
Luken
Machtley
Manton
Markey
Marlenee
Martin
Martinez
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCandless
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McCloskey
McCollum
McCrery
MceCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McEwen
MeGrath
McHugh
MeMillan (NC)
MeMillen (MD)
Meyers
Mfume
Michel
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Morrison
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Nagle
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nichols
Nowak
Nussle
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Owens (NY)
Owens (UT)
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Panetta
Parker
Pastor
Patterson
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pease
Pelosi
Penny
Perkins
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pickle
Porter
Poshard
Price
Pursell
Quillen
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Ravenel
Ray

Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roukema

Rowland
Roybal
Russo

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Santorum
Sarpalius
Bavage
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Scheuer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sharp
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skages
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowe
Solarz
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Sundquist
Swett
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Thomas (WY)
Thornton
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Unsoeld
Upton
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Waters
Waxman
Weber
Weiss
Weldon
Wheat
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf

Wolpe
Wyden
Wylie

. Yates

Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zellff
Zimmer
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NOES—0
NOT VOTING—8
Bonfor McNulty Traxler
Hefner Mrazek Washington
Jones (GA) Schumer
0O 1544
Messrs. GINGRICH, MORRISON,

SMITH of Florida, LEWIS of Georgia,
SAVAGE, and HAYES of Illinois
changed their vote from “no’" to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The next amend-
ment in order will be offered by the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROBERTS

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr, Chairman, as pro-
vided by the rule, I offer an amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROBERTS: Page
2, strike out line 3 through line 5.

Mr. ROBERTS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Kansas will be recog-
nized for 10 minutes, and a Member in
opposition will be recognized for 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, as provided by the
rule, I have an amendment to strike all
funding, $210,000 for the mileage for
Members account.

As I described this amendment yes-
terday in the Rules Committee, I view
this as a simple housekeeping provi-
sion. One I wish Chairman FAZIO and
Congressman LEWIS could accept with-
out a vote.

The mileage for Members account
was created in the 1800's when the
House of Representatives was more a
citizens body. Members were not full-
time ‘“‘professional’ representatives of
their congressional districts, rather
part-time legislators. The sessions of
Congress were much shorter and rep-
resentatives held full-time professional
positions and occupations outside of
Congress.

The mileage for Members® allowance
was set up to pay individuals by the
mile they traveled to come at the be-
ginning of a session and again at the
end of the session. Members commonly
did not travel back and forth to the
district during the session and this
payment based upon miles was consid-
ered fair since traveling was much
slower—for some it would take days to
return home.

The mileage for Members account
has remained and has allowed Members
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distant from their congressional dis-
tricts to obtain a windfall on their
travel to and from the district at the
beginning and end of a session. The
payment by mileage has become out-
dated with air travel and the creation
of an official expense allowance [OEA]
account for Members office operation.
The OEA pays for official travel that
occurs throughout the year. It is based
upon the cost of the ticket/travel—not
a mileage payment. This ‘‘true cost”
reimbursement is more accurate and
does not create a reimbursement in ex-
cess of what the Member actually paid
to return home.

I am supportive of any system to
repay Members for their actual travel
costs. However, this account still al-
lows Members to be paid beyond their
expenses.

I would urge my colleagues to assist
me in simply ending this outdated and
confusing system for repayment.

O 1550

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. I am delighted to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I want to
express my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from breaking with tradition
and asking that this amendment be in-
cluded. I certainly want to associate
myself with the remarks the gen-
tleman has made.

This has been the law since 1866. It is
totally unnecessary and antiquated for
Members to travel back and forth dur-
ing the intervening years.

Mr. Chairman, I am in support of the
amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses of the House of

Representatives, $704,409,000, as follows:
HOUSE LEADERSHIP OFFICES

For salaries and expenses, as authorized by
law, $5,561,000, including: Office of the Speak-
er, $1,383,000, including $25,000 for official ex-
penses of the Speaker; Office of the Majority
Floor Leader, $994,000, including $10,000 for
official expenses of the Majority Leader; Of-
fice of the Minority Floor Leader, $1,348,000,
including $10,000 for official expenses of the
Minority Leader; Office of the Majority
Whip, $1,095,000, including $5,000 for official
expenses of the Majority Whip and not to ex-
ceed $405,830, for the Chief Deputy Majority
Whip;, and Office of the Minority Whip,
$741,000, including $5,000 for official expenses
of the Minority Whip and not to exceed
$97,330, for the Chief Deputy Minority Whip.

MEMBERS' CLERK HIRE

For staff employed by each Member in the
discharge of official and representative du-
ties, $228,313,000.

COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES

For professional and clerical employees of

standing committees, including the Commit-
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tee on Appropriations and the Committee on
the Budget, $70,950,000.
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET (STUDIES)

For salaries, expenses, and studies by the
Committee on the Budget, and temporary
personal services for such committee to be
expended in accordance with sections 101(c).
606, 703, and 901(e) of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974, and to be available for reim-
bursement to agencies for services per-
formed, $389,000.

STANDING COMMITTEES, SPECIAL AND SELECT

For salaries and expenses of standing com-
mittees, special and select, authorized by the
House, $57,900,000.

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION
HOUSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS

For salaries, expenses and temporary per-
sonal services of House Information Sys-
tems, under the direction of the Committee
on House Administration, $22,885,000, of
which $8,139,000 is provided herein: Provided,
That House Information Systems is author-
ized to receive reimbursement for services
provided from Members and Officers of the
House of Representatives and other Govern-
mental entities and such reimbursement
shall be deposited in the Treasury for credit
to this account: Provided jfurther, That
amounts so credited for fiscal year 1992 and
not obligated shall be available for obliga-
tion in fiscal year 1993.

ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES

For allowances and expenses as authorized
by House resolution or law, $222,737,000, in-
cluding: Official Expenses of Members,
$78,545,000; supplies, materials, administra-
tive costs and Federal tort claims,
$19,116,000; net expenses of purchase, lease
and maintenance of office equipment,
$4,427,000; furniture and furnishings,
$1,720,000; stenographic reporting of commit-
tee hearings, $1,055,000; reemployed annu-
itants reimbursements, $1,038,000; Govern-
ment contributions to employees’ life insur-
ance fund, retirement funds, Social Security
fund, Medicare fund, health benefits fund,
and worker's and unemployment compensa-
tion, $116,203,000; and miscellaneous items in-
cluding, but not limited to, purchase, ex-
change, maintenance, repair and operation of
House motor vehicles, interparliamentary
receptions, and gratuities to heirs of de-
ceased employees of the House, $632,000.

CHILD CARE CENTER

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives Child Care Center, such
amounts as are deposited in the account es-
tablished by section 312(d)(1) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1992 (40
U.8.C. 184g(d)(1)), subject to the level speci-
fied in the budget of the Center, as submit-
ted to the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS (STUDIES AND
INVESTIGATIONS)

For salaries and expenses, studies and ex-
aminations of executive agencies, by the
Committee on Appropriations, and tem-
porary personal services for such committee,
to be expended in accordance with section
202(b) of the Legislative Reorganization Act,
1946, and to be available for reimbursement
to agencies for services performed, $6,631,000.

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS

For expenses necessary for official mail
costs of the House of Representatives, as au-
thorized by law, $53,011,000.

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

For compensation and expenses of officers

and employees, as authorized by Ilaw,
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$50,778,000, including: Office of the Clerk, in-
cluding not to exceed $1,000 for official rep-
resentation and reception expenses,
$22,354,000; Office of the Sergeant at Arms,
including not to exceed $500 for official rep-
resentation and reception expenses,
$1,369,000; Office of the Doorkeeper, including
overtime, as authorized by law, $10,750,000;
Office of the Postmaster, $4,079,000; Office of
the Chaplain, $123,000; Office of the Par-
liamentarian, including the Parliamentarian
and $2,000 for preparing the Digest of Rules,
$854,000; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Historian, $310,000; for salaries and
expenses of the Office of the Law Revision
Counsel of the House, $1,403,000; for salaries
and expenses of the Office of the Legislative
Counsel of the House, $4,155,000; six minority
employees, $735,000; the House Democratic
Steering and Policy Committee and the
Democratic Caucus, $1,461,000; the House Re-
publican Conference, $1,461,000; and other au-
thorized employees, $1,724,000.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. (a) Amounts appropriated for any
fiscal year for the House of Representatives
under the heading "“ALLOWANCES AND EX-
PENSES" may be transferred among the var-
ious categories of allowances and expenses
under such heading, upon approval of the
Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives.

(b) Amounts appropriated for any fiscal
year for the House of Representatives under
the heading ‘“‘SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EM-
PLOYEES" may be transferred among the var-
ious offices and activities under such head-
ing, upon approval of the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives.

(c)(1) Amounts appropriated for any fiscal
year for the House of Representatives under
the headings specified in paragraph (2) may
be transferred among such headings, upon
approval of the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives.

(2) The headings referred to in paragraph
(1) are ‘‘HOUSE LEADERSHIP OFFICES", “‘MEM-
BERS' CLERK HIRE", ‘'COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES'',
“STANDING COMMITTEES, SPECIAL AND SE-
LECT", “HOUSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS", ‘‘AL-
LOWANCES AND EXPENSES', ‘'OFFICIAL MAIL
CcosTS", and ‘‘SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EM-
PLOYEES'',

SEC. 102. The provisions of H. Res. 199, ap-
proved April 1, 1991, establishing 114 civilian
support positions for the Capitol Police with
respect to the House of Representatives,
shall be the permanent law with respect
thereto.

SEC. 103. (a) Upon the transfer of any func-
tion to the Director of Non-legislative and
Financial Services or the Office of General
Counsel by reason of the House Administra-
tive Reform Resolution of 1992, and upon the
commencement of operation of the Office of
Inspector General, the applicable amounts
appropriated by the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations Act, 1992, or by this Act for the
purposes specified in subsection (b) shall be
available to the Director, the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, and the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral for the carrying out of such function or
operation, upon the approval of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(b) The purposes referred to in subsection
(a) are (1) salaries and expenses of the House
of Representatives under the headings “‘AL-
LOWANCES AND EXPENSES" and ‘‘SALARIES, OF-
FICERS AND EMPLOYEES", and (2) joint items
under the heading ‘‘CAPITOL GUIDE SERVICE',

SEC. 104. (a) There is established a sub-
account in the appropriation account for sal-
aries and expenses of the House of Represent-
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atives for the deposit of fees received from
Members and officers of the House of Rep-
resentatives for services provided to such
Members and officers by the Office of the At-
tending Physician. The amounts so deposited
shall be available, subject to appropriation,
for the operations of the Office of the At-
tending Physician.

(b) This section shall take effect at the be-
ginning of the first month after the month in
which this Act is enacted.

JOINT ITEMS
For joint committees, as follows:
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

For salaries and expenses of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, $4,020,000.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING

For salaries and expenses of the Joint
Committee on Printing, $1,391,000.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

For salaries and expenses of the Joint
Committee on Taxation, $5,759,000, to be dis-
bursed by the Clerk of the House.

For other joint items, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN

For medical supplies, equipment, and con-
tingent expenses of the emergency rooms,
and for the Attending Physician and his as-
sistants, including (1) an allowance of $1,500
per month to the Attending Physician; (2) an
allowance of $500 per month each to two
medical officers while on duty in the Attend-
ing Physician’s office; (3) an allowance of
$500 per month each to two assistants and
$400 per month each to not to exceed nine as-
sistants on the basis heretofore provided for
such assistance; and (4) $973,000 for reim-
bursement to the Department of the Navy
for expenses incurred for staff and equipment
assigned to the Office of the Attending Phy-
sician, which shall be advanced and credited
to the applicable appropriation or appropria-
tions from which such salaries, allowances,
and other expenses are payable and shall be
available for all the purposes thereof,
$1,509,000, to be disbursed by the Clerk of the
House.

CAPITOL POLICE BOARD
CaAPITOL POLICE
SALARIES

For the Capitol Police Board for salaries,
including overtime, and Government con-
tributions to employees' benefits funds, as
authorized by law, of officers, members, and
employees of the Capitol Police, $62,852,000,
of which $31,000,500 is provided to the Ser-
geant at Arms of the House of Representa-
tives, to be disbursed by the Clerk of the
House, and $31,851,500 is provided to the Ser-
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate,
to be disbursed by the Secretary of the Sen-
ate.

GENERAL EXPENSES

For the Capitol Police Board for necessary
expenses of the Capitol Police, including pur-
chasing and supplying uniforms; the pur-
chase, maintenance, and repair of police ve-
hicles, including two-way police radio equip-
ment; and contingent expenses, including ad-
vance payment for travel for training, pro-
tective details, and tuition and registration,
expenses associated with the implementa-
tion of the Capitol Police Employee Assist-
ance Program, including but not limited to
professional referrals, and expenses associ-
ated with the awards program not to exceed
$2,000, expenses associated with the reloca-
tion of instructor/liaison personnel to and
from the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center as approved by the Chairman of the
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Capitol Police Board, and including $85 per
month for extra services performed for the
Capitol Police Board by such member of the
staff of the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate
or the House as may be designated by the
Chairman of the Board, $2,029,000, to be dis-
bursed by the Clerk of the House: Provided,
That the funds used to maintain the petty
cash fund referred to as ‘‘Petty Cash II"
which is to provide for the prevention and
detection of crime shall not exceed $4,000:
Provided further, That the funds used to
maintain the petty cash fund referred to as
“Petty Cash III" which is to provide for the
advance of travel expenses attendant to pro-
tective assignments shall not exceed $4,000:
Provided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the cost involved in
providing basic training for members of the
Capitol Police at the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center for fiscal year 1993
shall be paid by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury from funds available to the Treasury De-
partment.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 105. Of the amounts appropriated for
fiscal year 1993 for ‘‘Capitol Police Board',
“Capitol Police,”” such amounts as may be
necessary may be transferred between the
headings ‘“‘Salaries, and ‘“General ex-
penses”, upon approval of the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and House of
Representatives.

CAPITOL GUIDE SERVICE

For salaries and expenses of the Capitol
Guide Service, $1,644,000, to be disbursed by
the Secretary of the Senate: Provided, That
none of these funds shall be used to employ
more than thirty-three individuals: Provided
further, That the Capitol Guide Board is au-
thorized, during emergencies, to employ not
more than two additional individuals for not
more than one hundred twenty days each,
and not more than ten additional individuals
for not more than six months each, for the
Capitol Guide Service.

SPECIAL SERVICES OFFICE

For salaries and expenses of the Special
Services Office, $292,000, to be disbursed by
the Secretary of the Senate.

OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses necessary to
carry out the provisions of the Technology
Assessment Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-484),
including official reception and representa-
tion expenses (not to exceed $3,600 from the
Trust Fund), and expenses incurred in ad-
ministering an employee incentive awards
program (not to exceed $1,800), rental of
space in the District of Columbia, and those
expenses necessary to carry out the duties of
the Director of the Office of Technology As-
sessment under 42 U.S.C. 1395ww, and 42
U.S.C. 1395w-1, $21,025,000: Provided, That
none of the funds in this Act shall be avail-
able for salaries or expenses of any employee
of the Office of Technology Assessment in
excess of 143 staff employees: Provided fur-
ther, That no part of this appropriation shall
be available for assessments or activities not
initiated and approved in accordance with
section 3(d) of Public Law 92-484, except that
funds shall be available for the assessment
required by Public Law 96-151: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds in this Act shall
be available for salaries or expenses of em-
ployees of the Office of Technology Assess-
ment in connection with any reimbursable
study for which funds are provided from
sources other than appropriations made
under this Act, or shall be available for any
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other administrative expenses incurred by
the Office of Technology Assessment in car-
rying out such a study.
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses necessary to
carry out the provisions of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), in-
cluding not to exceed $2,500 to be expended
on the certification of the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office in connection
with official representation and reception
expenses, $22,542,000: Provided, That none of
these funds shall be available for the pur-
chase or hire of a passenger motor vehicle:
Provided further, That none of the funds in
this Act shall be available for salaries or ex-
penses of any employee of the Congressional
Budget Office in excess of 226 staff employ-
ees: Provided further, That any sale or lease
of property, supplies, or services to the Con-
gressional Budget Office shall be deemed to
be a sale or lease of such property, supplies,
or services to the Congress subject to section
903 of Public Law 98-63.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
OFFICE OF THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
SALARIES

For the Architect of the Capitol; the As-
sistant Architect of the Capitol; and other
personal services; at rates of pay provided by
law, $8,286,000.

TRAVEL

Appropriations under the control of the
Architect of the Capitol shall be available
for expenses of travel on official business not
to exceed in the aggregate under all funds
the sum of $50,000.

CONTINGENT EXPENSES

To enable the Architect of the Capitol to
make surveys and studies, and to meet un-
foreseen expenses in connection with activi-
ties under his care, $100,000, which shall re-
main available until expended.

CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
CAPITOL BUILDINGS

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Capitol
Building and electrical substations of the
Senate and House Office Buildings, under the
jurisdiction of the Architect of the Capitol,
including furnishings and office equipment;
including not to exceed $1,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses, to be
expended as the Architect of the Capitol may
approve; purchase or exchange, maintenance
and operation of a passenger motor vehicle;
purchase and installation of security sys-
tems which are approved by the Capitol Po-
lice Board, as authorized by House Concur-
rent Resolution 550, Ninety-Second Congress,
agreed to SBeptember 19, 1972, the cost limita-
tion of which is hereby further increased by
$300,000; and attendance, when specifically
authorized by the Architect of the Capitol,
at meetings or conventions in connection
with subjects related to work under the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol, $23,515,000, of which
$4,245,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That of the funds to remain
available until expended, $1,328,000 shall be
available for obligation without regard to
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended.

CAPITOL GROUNDS

For all necessary expenses for care and im-
provement of grounds surrounding the Cap-
itol, the Senate and House office buildings,
and the Capitol Power Plant, $5,256,000.

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINGS

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-

nance, care and operation of the House office
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buildings, including the position of Super-
intendent of Garages as authorized by law,
$32,387,000, of which $2,940,000 shall remain
available until expended.

CAPITOL POWER PLANT

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Capitol
Power Plant; lighting, heating, power (in-
cluding the purchase of electrical energy)
and water and sewer services for the Capitol,
Senate and House office buildings, Library of
Congress buildings, and the grounds about
the same, Botanic Garden, Senate garage,
and air conditioning refrigeration not sup-
plied from plants in any of such buildings;
heating the Government Printing Office and
Washington City Post Office; and heating
and chilled water for air conditioning for the
Supreme Court Building, Union Station com-
plex, Federal Judiciary Building and the
Folger Shakespeare Library, expenses for
which shall be advanced or reimbursed upon
request of the Architect of the Capitol and
amounts so received shall be deposited into
the Treasury to the credit of this appropria-
tion, $32,088,000, of which $665,000 shall re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That not to exceed $3,200,000 of the funds
credited or to be reimbursed to this appro-
priation as herein provided shall be available
for obligation during fiscal year 1993.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 106. There is established in the Treas-
ury a revolving fund for the House of Rep-
resentatives gymnasium. The Architect of
the Capitol shall deposit in the fund such
amounts as the Architect may receive as
gymnasium dues or assessments from Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives and
other authorized users of the gymnasium.
The amounts so deposited shall be available
for obligation by the Architect for expenses
of the gymnasium.

Mr. FAZIO (during the reading). Mr,
Chairman, in order to expedite the
business of the House, once again I ask
unanimous consent that the bill
through page 17, line 16, be considered
as read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point, and I
urge the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WALKER] to please indulge us at
this time with this request.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The Clerk concluded the reading.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANTORUM

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SANTORUM:
Page 17, after line 16, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 107. (a) Not later than November 1,
1992, the Committee on House Administra-
tion shall submit to the House of Represent-
atives a report that identifies for each room
and other space (including parking) that is
currently or may be used in all House Office
Buildings the following:

(1) Occupant by Members, committee, or
support organization.

(2) Square footage for each space.
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(3) Number of persons occupying the space.

{4) Member, committee, or legislative sup-
port organization affiliation for each person
occupying the space.

(5) Use of space—Member office, committee
activities, storage, for example.

(b) The report shall provide the specific in-
formation described in subsection (a) and
analyze the information by Member, com-
mittee, and support organization.

(c) All Members, employees, and support
personnel of the House of Representatives
are asked to give their full support to this
study by answering questions and providing
information in a timely manner.

(d) The Committee may utilize such vol-
untary and uncompensated services as it
deems necessary and may utilize the serv-
ices, information, facilities, and personnel of
the General Accounting Office, the Congres-
sional Research Service, and other agencies
of the legislative branch.

(e) Notwithstanding any law, rule, or other
authority, there shall be paid from the House
Office Buildings account of the House of Rep-
resentatives such sums, not to exceed $50,000
as may be necessary for completion of the re-
port.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a
point of order on the amendment, and
would ask the gentleman to explain the
amendment over perhaps the next 5
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZIO] reserves a
point of order against the amendment.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM] will be
recognized for 10 minutes, and a mem-
ber in opposition will be recognized for
10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM].

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment deals with an authoriza-
tion of $50,000 for the Capitol Building
account for a space audit of the parts
of the U.S. Capitol Building which is
controlled by the House.

In the time I have been here, as the
gentleman from California [Mr. FAzIo]
has said, T have been diligently trying
to find out how this institution is run,
as the gentleman has so graciously ad-
mitted that we are learning.

One of the things I would like to be
learning is how the space is allocated
here, and if so, if it is done I am sure
in a bipartisan fashion.

One of the things that we cannot find
out is how that is done. We have talked
to the Architect of the Capitol and re-
quested some accounting as to how
space is divided here in the Capitol
Building, and we have been told that
information is not available.

We were, however, given a blueprint
of the Capitol and if we wanted to go
around and ask the different offices
what space belongs to what, that was
our ability to do so.

I thing that is certainly not the best
way to conduct business.

Again, it is a matter of being open
and fair with the American public as to
how this institution is managed, how
this institution is run, and I think this
is an important part of it.
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I think one of the most important
parts of a space study would be not
only to see what space is allocated to
whatever membership or whatever
party, but also I think you will find out
that there probably are a lot of safety
violations and code violations here in
the Capitol Building, and in the next
amendment that we will deal with I
will talk about this also over in the
House Office Buildings.

One of the things that we have been
able to find out in discussing this mat-
ter is from I believe it is the Deputy
District of Columbia Fire Chief, who
basically says that they do not really
come in here and inspect this place.
Gosh knows what they will find. This is
a potential firetrap.

So not only is this amendment put
forward to find out where the space is
allocated, but also when the space is
analyzed whether it is safe for Mem-
bers and the general public who at
times occupy this building, whether it
is in a safe manner for them to be in
this place under the current condi-
tions.

So in the name of openness toward
how this institution is run and also in
the name of safety, I stand here asking
that this amendment be allowed to be
made in order and that the point of
order not be offered.

I only can harken to the comments
made by the gentleman from California
that these amendments, of which I am
the first, are endangered. Since we are
so conscious and concerned about en-
dangered species, this being the first
one on the list today, I would hope that
the gentleman from California will
have as much in his heart for the En-
dangered Species Act as he does for
this endangered amendment.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, continu-
ing my reservation, of a point of order,
I would indicate to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania that if he knew my dis-
trict, my love of endangered species is
much tempered, so I would have to say
that it would be appropriate at this
time to point out to the Members that
this is under the rules of the House
within the purview of the Speaker.

So, Mr. Chairman, I must make a
point of order against the amendment
because it proposes to change existing
law and constitutes legislation in an
appropriations bill.

O 1600

Therefore it violates clause 2 of rule
XXI. The rule states in pertinent part,
‘No amendment to an appropriation
bill shall be in order if changing exist-
ing law.”

The amendment not only gives af-
firmative direction and effect, it im-
poses additional duties and modifies
existing powers and duties.

So I must ask for a ruling from the
Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM]
wish to be heard on the point of order?
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Mr. SANTORUM. No, Mr. Chairman,
I do not.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. DONNELLY). The
Chair will rule that the amendment
clearly is authorization on an appro-
priation bill, and the point of order is
sustained.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANTORUM

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment made in order by
the rule.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SANTORUM:

Page 17, after line 16, insert the following
new section:

SEec. 107. (a) Not later than November 1,
1992, the Committee on House Administra-
tion shall submit to the House of Represent-
atives a report that identifies for each room
and other space (including parking) that is
currently or may be used in all House con-
trolled space in the Capitol complex, the fol-
lowing:

(1) Ocecupant by Member, committee, or
support organization.

(2) Square footage for each space.

(3) Number of persons occupying the space.

(4) Member, committee, or legislative sup-
port organization affiliation for each person
occupying the space.

(5) Use of space—Member office, committee
activities, storage, for example.

(b) the report shall provide the specific in-
formation described in subsection (a) and
analyze the information by Member, com-
mittee, and support organization.

(c) All Members, employees, and support
personnel of the House of Representatives
are asked to give their full support to this
study by answering questions and providing
information in a timely manner.

(d) The Committee may utilize such vol-
untary and uncompensated services as it
deems necessary and may utilize the serv-
ices, information, facilities, and personnel of
the General Accounting Office, the Congres-
sional Research Service, and other agencies
of the legislative branch.

(e) Notwithstanding any law, rule, or other
authority, there shall be paid from the Cap-
itol Buildings account of the Architect of the
Capitol such sums, not to exceed $50,000 as
may be necessary for completion of the re-
port.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I must
rise again to reserve a point of order on
the gentleman’s amendment, and of
course I would ask the gentleman to
explain it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZIO] reserves a
point of order against the amendment
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. SANTORUM].

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. SANTORUM] will be recognized for
10 minutes, and a Member in opposition
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is similar to the previous
amendment in that it authorizes a
study for the House office buildings
across the street. Again, I would just
make the same points as to what space
has been allocated. Looking around my
office as I did this morning for the var-
ious cords and contraptions that are
hooked up in a modern day techno-
logically advanced House of Represent-
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atives, in buildings which were not
built for that purpose, I think a study
of the space and safety in this House is
absolutely required. I would hope—and
I anticipate that the gentleman is
going to object and make a point of
order on this—I would hope that while
this particular amendment is not of-
fered, like my amendment last which
was stricken, that I hope that next
time we come around for this legisla-
tive appropriations bill there will be
such a study done, not only to deter-
mine what space is allocated to Mem-
bers but also determine whether we are
in fact inhabiting the space it is safe
for us to inhabit.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

I understand a point of order will be
raised. I understand this is within the
purview of the Speaker. I also under-
stand that that is part of the problem.

Mr. Chairman, I am sentenced to con-
tinue whatever existence I have here in
regards to the privilege I have of serv-
ing my district, to the Longworth
Building. The sometimes powerful
House Agriculture Committee meets on
the third floor and I am one of those
Members who believes in attending all
the subcommittee and committee hear-
ings. So that is where I live. It has
taken me six terms to get to the first
floor.

Mr. FAZIO and I have discussed re-
peatedly the need for what we call a
new and modern elevator system, so we
could go to and from. I keep in shape in
the Longworth Building by going up
and down the stairs.

One of the real pressure points, one
of the real frustrations, is to go around
the Longworth Building and see what
space is alloted to Members, more espe-
cially new Members. And we are going
to have at least 125, some say 150; they
are going to come to this body, to this
Congress, and they are going to be
shocked to find out that they will be
crammed into 2 small rooms with the
amount of staff and not enough room
to really work.

My point is we should not have to
spend $50,000 to do an office space
study. It should be done. And I can also
say, when you ask the Architect—and I
have the utmost respect for George
White and his staff—there is no way
that you can find out who occupies
what.

Then you get these sudden occur-
rences where one Member all of a sud-
den found a palatial suite on the fifth
floor of Longworth and the nurse was
then transferred to another area. Or
one Member, through the room draw-
ing, was not permitted to have a room
and so we had to exchange a room with
a powerful committee chairman.

That is just not the right procedure.
So it is not only a matter of safety, it
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is not only a matter of convenience for
a new Member, it is let Members have
enough space to at least conduct their
business.

I know I am treading on some thin
ice here, but several committee chair-
men have suite affer suite after suite
for receptions. I used to walk by when
I was a member, when I worked for my
predecessor, and saw LSO's occupying
office space, one person in the room,
filing on their fingernails, and I won-
dered why we were forced to live in two
small offices.

Mr. Chairman, this is not right. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM] is accurate, the gentleman
is pertinent, and it is a shame we do
not make this in order. We do not need
the $50,000. It ought to be an open pro-
cedure. I would encourage my friend
from California to withdraw the point
of order and let us at least have a study
of where the current offices are and
where offices actually should be.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, continu-
ing on my reservation, I might add
that I have worked closely with the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS],
and I would like to say it is important
for the House Office Buildings Commis-
sion to meet and agree to the elevator
improvements that need to be made in
the Cannon and Longworth Buildings.
In fact, we were not in a position to
fund them this year financially or le-
gally as a result of the fact that the
commission has not met and approved
them. They are very important to the
efficiency and productivity of Members
who are in those two buildings.

I think the proper approach the gen-
tleman should take would be to go to
the committees of jurisdiction, I be-
lieve that would be the Committee on
House Administration and the Commit-
tee on Public Works’ Subcommittee on
Public Buildings. I think the gen-
tleman may have a point, but I must at
this point, given the time in which it is
submitted to me, insist on my point of
order, which would be the same point I
made on the last one.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman would yield, is the gen-
tleman saying that when I go to the
Committee on House Administration, I
go there with his support?

Mr. FAZIO. I think a study on the
House office buildings would be worth
looking at. I am not exactly sure how
it should be conducted. But I certainly
think there is a bipartisan benefit to
that.

Mr. SANTORUM. As the chairman of
the Committee on House Administra-
tion is sitting directly behind the gen-
tleman, I would hope that he pays at-
tention to that, and I wish that when I
do come with this amendment, he will
make it part of the legislation.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. FAZIO. I must at this time, Mr.

Chairman, insist on my point of order,
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because it proposes to change existing
law and constitutes legislation in an
appropriation bill and therefore vio-
lates clause 2 of Rule XXI.

The rule states in pertinent part:

No amendment to a general appropriation
bill shall be in order if changing existing
law, * * %

The amendment:

First, gives affirmative direction in
effect;

Second,
and

Third, modifies existing powers and
duties.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. DONNELLY).
Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. SANTORUM] wish to be heard on
the point of order?

The gentleman does not wish to be
heard on the point of order.

The Chair shall rule that, clearly,
this amendment is legislation on an ap-
propriation bill, and the point of order
is sustained.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I wish
once again to try to expedite matters
for the Members today, particularly be-
cause I know that we could go right to
the amendment which the gentleman
from California [Mr. Cox] is going to
offer, if we could receive unanimous
consent that the bill, through page 28,
line 19, could be considered as read,
printed in the RECORD and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

Mr. WALKER. I object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is heard.

The Clerk will read.

The clerk read as follows:

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to ¢arry out the
provisions of section 203 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended by
section 321 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1970 (2 U.S.C. 166) and to revise and ex-
tend the Annotated Constitution of the Unit-
ed States of America, $56,583,000: Provided,
That no part of this appropriation may be
used to pay any salary or expense in connec-
tion with any publication, or preparation of
material therefor (except the Digest of Pub-
lic General Bills), to be issued by the Library
of Congress unless such publication has ob-
tained prior approval of either the Commit-
tee on House Administration or the Senate
Committee on Rules and Administration:
Provided further, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the compensation of
the Director of the Congressional Research
Service, Library of Congress, shall be at an
annual rate which is equal to the annual rate
of basic pay for positions at level IV of the
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
title 5, United States Code.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING

For authorized printing and binding for the
Congress; printing and binding for the Archi-
tect of the Capitol; expenses necessary for
preparing the semimonthly and session index

imposes additional duties;
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to the Congressional Record, as authorized
by law (44 U.8.C. 902); printing and binding of
Government publications authorized by law
to be distributed to Members of Congress;
and printing, binding, and distribution of
Government publications authorized by law
to be distributed without charge to the re-
cipient, $89,591,000: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall not be available for printing
and binding part 2 of the annual report of the
Secretary of Agriculture (known as the
Yearbook of Agriculture) nor for copies of
the permanent edition of the Congressional
Record for individual Representatives, Resi-
dent Commissioners or Delegates authorized
under 44 U.S.C. 906: Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for the
payment of obligations incurred under the
appropriations for similar purposes for pre-
ceding fiscal years.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Congres-
sional Operations Appropriations Act, 1993".
TITLE I—OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Botanic
Garden and the nurseries, buildings, grounds,
and collections; and purchase and exchange,
maintenance, repair, and operation of a pas-
senger motor vehicle; all under the direction
of the Joint Committee on the Library,
$2,908,000: Provided, That effective upon en-
actment of this Act, such amount, not ex-
ceeding $500,000, deemed necessary for prepa-
ration of working drawings, specifications,
and cost estimates for renovation of the Con-
servatory of the Botanic Garden may be
transferred to the Botanic Garden appropria-
tion from among the various Architect of the
Capitol appropriations, upon approval of the
Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 201. Pursuant to section 307E of the
Legislative Branch Appropriations Act, 1989
(40 U.S.C, 216c), not more than $6,000,000 shall
be accepted and not more than $6,000,000 of
the amounts accepted shall be available for
obligation by the Architect of the Capitol for
constructing, equipping, and maintaining
the National Garden.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Library of
Congress, not otherwise provided for, includ-
ing development and maintenance of the
Union Catalogs; custody and custodial care
of the Library Buildings; special clothing;
cleaning, laundering and repair of uniforms;
preservation of motion pictures in the cus-
tody of the Library; operation and mainte-
nance of the American Folklife Center in the
Library; preparation and distribution of
catalog cards and other publications of the
Library; hire or ‘purchase of one passenger
motor vehicle; and expenses of the Library of
Congress Trust Fund Board not properly
chargeable to the income of any trust fund
held by the Board, $200,073,000, of which not
more than $§7,500,000 shall be derived from
collections credited to this appropriation
during fiscal year 1993 under the Act of June
28, 1902, as amended (2 U.S.C. 150): Provided,
That the total amount available for obliga-
tion shall be reduced by the amount by
which collections are less than the $7,500,000:
Provided further, That of the total amount
appropriated, $7,669,000 is to remain available
until expended for acquisition of books, peri-
odicals, and newspapers, and all other mate-
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rials including subscriptions for biblio-
graphic services for the Library, including
$40,000 to be available solely for the pur-
chase, when specifically approved by the Li-
brarian, of special and unique materials for
additions to the collections: Provided further,
That, notwithstanding the provisions of 2
U.8.C. 150, as amended, $303,000 is to be avail-
able to support the catalog cards service:
Provided further, That, of the total amount
appropriated, $3,186,000 is to remain available
until expended for the rental and outfitting
for a warehouse and book storage facility
away from Capitol Hill.
COPYRIGHT OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Copyright
Office, including publication of the decisions
of the United Stdates courts involving copy-
rights, $26,040,000, of which not more than
$14,500,000 shall be derived from collections
credited to this appropriation during fiscal
year 1993 under 17 U.S.C. 708(c), and not more
than $2,217,000 shall be derived from collec-
tions during fiscal year 1993 under 17 U.S.C.
111(d)(2), 116(c)(1), 119(B)(2), and 1013: Pro-
vided, That the total amount available for
obligation shall be reduced by the amount by
which collections are less than the
$16,717,000: Provided further, That $200,000 of
the amount appropriated is available for the
maintenance of an “International Copyright
Institute’” in the Copyright Office of the Li-
brary of Congress for the purpose of training
nationals of developing countries in intellec-
tual property laws and policies.

BOOKS FOR THE BLIND AND PHYSICALLY
HANDICAPPED
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Act approved March 3, 1931,
as amended (2 U.S.C. 135a), $43,144,000, of
which §10,377,000 shall remain available until
expended.

FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS

For necessary expenses for the purchase
and repair of furniture, furnishings, office
and library equipment, $4,490,000.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 202. Appropriations in this Act avail-
able to the Library of Congress shall be
available, in an amount not to exceed
$175,690, of which $54,800 is for the Congres-
sional Research Service, when specifically
authorized by the Librarian, for attendance
at meetings concerned with the function or
activity for which the appropriation is made.

SEC. 203. (a) No part of the funds appro-
priated in this Act shall be used by the Li-
brary of Congress to administer any flexible
or compressed work schedule which—

(1) applies to any manager or supervisor in
a position the grade or level of which is
equal to or higher than GS-15; and

(2) grants such manager or supervisor the
right to not be at work for all or a portion
of a workday because of time worked by the
manager or supervisor on another workday.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term
‘“‘manager or supervisor’’ means any manage-
ment official or supervisor, as such terms are
defined in section 7103(a) (10) and (11) of title
5, United States Code.

SEC. 204. Appropriated funds received by
the Library of Congress from other Federal
agencies to cover general and administrative
overhead costs generated by performing re-
imbursable work for other agencies under
the authority of 31 U.S.C. 1535 and 1536 shall
not be used to employ more than 65 employ-
ees and may be expended or obligated—

(1) in the case of a reimbursement, only to
such extent or in such amounts as are pro-
vided in appropriations Acts; or
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(2) in the case of an advance payment,
only—

(A) to pay for such general or administra-
tive overhead costs as are attributable to the
work performed for such agency; or

(B) to such extent or in such amounts as
are provided in appropriations Acts, with re-
spect to any purpose not allowable under
subparagraph (A).

SEC. 205. Not to exceed $5,000 of any funds
appropriated to the Library of Congress may
be expended, on the certification of the Li-
brarian of Congress, in connection with offi-
cial representation and reception expenses
for the Library of Congress incentive awards
program,

SEC. 206. Not to exceed $12,000 of funds ap-
propriated to the Library of Congress may be
expended, on the certification of the Librar-
ian of Congress or his designee, in connec-
tion with official representation and recep-
tion expenses for the Overseas Field Offices.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
STRUCTURAL AND MECHANICAL CARE

For all necessary expenses for the mechan-
ical and structural maintenance, care and
operation of the Library buildings and
grounds, $9,733,000, of which $860,000 shall re-
main available until expended.

COPYRIGHT ROYALTY TRIBUNAL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Copyright
Royalty Tribunal, $911,000, of which $781,000
shall be derived by collections from the ap-
propriation ‘“‘Payments to Copyright Own-
ers’ for the reasonable costs incurred in pro-
ceedings involving distribution of royalty
fees as provided by 17 U.S.C. 807.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses of the Office of Superintend-
ent of Documents necessary to provide for
the cataloging and indexing of Government
publications and their distribution to the
public, Members of Congress, other Govern-
ment agencies, and designated depository
and international exchange libraries as au-
thorized by law, $29,082,000: Provided, That
travel expenses, including travel expenses of
the Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer, shall not exceeéd $120,000: Provided
further, That funds, not to exceed $2,000,000,
from current year appropriations are author-
ized for producing and disseminating Con-
gressional Serial Sets and other related Con-
gressional/non-Congressional publications
for 1989 and 1990 to depository and other des-
ignated libraries.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE REVOLVING

FUND

The Government Printing Office is hereby
authorized to make such expenditures, with-
in the limits of funds available and in accord
with the law, and to make such contracts
and commitments without regard to fiscal
year limitations as provided by section 104 of
the Government Corporation Control Act, as
amended, as may be necessary in carrying
out the programs and purposes set forth in

the budget for the current fiscal year _ft_lr_' t.l}e_

“Government Printing Officé révolv

fund”: Provided, That not to éxceed $2,

may be expended on the certification of the
Public Printer in connection with official
representation and reception expenses: Pro-
vided further, That the revolving fund shall
be available for the hire or purchase of pas-
senger motor vehicles not to exceed a fleet of
twelve: Provided further, That expenditures
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in connection with travel expenses of the ad-
visory councils to the Public Printer shall be
deemed necessary to carry out the provisions
of title 44, United States Code: Provided fur-
ther, That the revolving fund shall be avail-
able for services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109 but at rates for individuals not to exceed
the per diem rate equivalent to the rate for
level V of the Executive Schedule (5 U.S.C.
5316): Provided further, That the revolving
fund and the funds provided under the para-
graph entitled “‘Office of Superintendent of
Documents, Salaries and Expenses' together
may not be available for the full-time equiv-
alent employment of more than 4,950
workyears: Provided further, That the revolv-
ing fund shall be available for expenses not
to exceed $500,000 for the development of
plans and design of a multi-purpose facility:
Provided further, That the revolving fund
shall not be used to administer any flexible
or compressed work schedule which applies
to any manager or supervisor in a position
the grade or level of which is equal to or
higher than GS8-15, nor to any employee in-
volved in the in-house production of printing
and binding: Provided further, That expenses
for attendance at meetings shall not exceed
$75,000.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 207. (a) Section 206 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1991 (44 U.S.C.
501 note) shall not apply with respect to
funds appropriated for fiscal year 1993.

(b)(1) None of the funds appropriated for
fiscal year 1993 by this Act or any other law
may be obligated or expended by any entity
of the executive branch for the procurement
of any printing related to the production of
Government publications (including forms,
CD-ROM's, and map/chart products), unless
such procurement is by or through the Gov-
ernment Printing Office.

(2) Paragraph (1) does not apply to (A) indi-
vidual printing orders costing not more than
$1,000, if the work is not of a continuing or
repetitive nature, and, as certified by the
Public Printer, cannot be provided by the
Government Printing Office, (B) printing for
the Central Intelligence Agency, the Defense
Intelligence Agency, or the National Secu-
rity Agency, or (C) printing from commer-
cial sources that is specifically authorized
by law.

(3) As used in this subsection, the term
“printing” means the process of composi-
tion, platemaking, presswork, silk screen
processes, binding, microform, and CD-ROM
replication, and the end items of such proc-
esses.

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the General Ac-
counting Office, including not to exceed
$7,000 to be expended on the certification of
the Comptroller General of the United States
in connection with official representation
and reception expenses; services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 but at rates for individ-
uals not to exceed the per diem rate equiva-
lent to the rate for level IV of the Executive
Schedule (5 U.S.C. 5315); hire of one pas-
senger motor vehicle; advance payments in
foreign countries in accordance with 31
U.SIC. 3324; benefits comparable to those
payable under sections'901(5), 901(6) and 901(8)
of the Foreign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C.
4081(5), 4081(6) and 4081(8), respectively); and
under regulations prescribed by the Comp-
troller General of the United States, rental
of living quarters in foreign countries and
travel benefits comparable with those which
are now or hereafter may be granted single
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employees of the Agency for International
Development, including single Foreign Serv-
ice personnel assigned to A.ID. projects, by
the Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development—or his designee—
under the authority of section 636(b) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2396(b)); $442,167,000: Provided, That not more
than $1,200,000 of reimbursements received
incident to the operation of the General Ac-
counting Office Building shall be available
for use in fiscal year 1993: Provided further,
That this appropriation and appropriations
for administrative expenses of any other de-
partment or agency which is a member of
the Joint Financial Management Improve-
ment Program (JFMIP) shall be available to
finance an appropriate share of JEMIP costs
as determined by the JFMIP, including but
not limited to the salary of the Executive
Director and secretarial support: Provided
further, That this appropriation and appro-
priations for administrative expenses of any
other department or agency which is a mem-
ber of the National Intergovernmental Audit
Forum or a Regional Intergovernmental
Audit Forum shall be available to finance an
appropriate share of Forum costs as deter-
mined by the Forum, including necessary
travel expenses of non-Federal participants.
Payments hereunder to either the Forum or
the JFMIP may be credited as reimburse-
ments to any appropriation from which costs
involved are initially financed: Provided fur-
ther, That to the extent that funds are other-
wise available for obligation, agreements or
contracts for the removal of asbestos, and
renovation of the building and building sys-
tems (including the heating, ventilation and
air conditioning system, electrical system
and other major building systems) of the
General Accounting Office Building may be
made for periods not exceeding five years:
Promdgd further, That this appropriation and
apprppﬁlat.lons for administrative expenses
of any other department or agency which is
a member of the American Consortium on
%pt.arn tional Public Administration
ACI ) shall be available to finance an ap-
propriate share of ACIPA costs as deter-
mined by the ACIPA, including any expenses
attributable to membership of ACIPA in the
International Institute of Administrative
Sciences: Provided further, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law,
$2,191,000 of this appropriation shall be avail-
able for the planning, administering, receiv-
ing, sponsoring and such other expenses as
the Comptroller General deems necessary to
represent the United States as host of the
1992 triennial Congress of the International
Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions
(INTOSAI): Provided further, That the Gen-
eral Accounting Office is authorized to so-
licit and accept contributions to be held in
trust, which shall be available without fiscal
year limitation, not to exceed $20,000, for any
purpose related to the 1992 triennial Con-
gress,
0O 1610
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
CALIFORNIA

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoX of Califor-
nia: Page 29, line 19, strike ‘'$442,167,000" and
insert **$333,333,000".

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] is

COX OF
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recognized for 20 minutes in support of
his amendment and a Member in oppo-
sition will be recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. FAz10) will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. Cox].

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I rise as a 4-year member of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations and
as the Republican cochairman of the
congressional Grace caucus, which is
dedicated to enacting into law the
cost-saving recommendations of the
Grace Commission.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
amendment is to fund one part of our
congressional staff, the General Ac-
counting Office, at one-third of a bil-
lion dollars annually. It is this Mem-
ber's view that one-third of a billion
dollars for this one part of our congres-
sional staff is ample for the General
Accounting Office to continue to do the
work that we require of it.

As a consequence of my amendment,
Mr. Chairman, the General Accounting
Office will have a b50-percent funding
increase over fiscal year 1980. In 1980,
the General Accounting Office received
$204 million. The current request is for
the General Accounting Office to re-
ceive a number far more than double
that, $442 million. From fiscal 1990 to
fiscal 1991, the budget for this part of
our congressional staff was increased 14
percent; from fiscal year 1991 to fiscal
year 1992, another 8 percent. This was
largely passed through to staff salary
increases—to pay raises for our con-
gressional staff—so that the average
cost per position at the GAO increased
in 1991 by 7%z percent, and in 1992, by 7.8
percent.

Mr. Chairman, it is time that we get
our deficit under control, and certainly
spending on Congress itself needs to be
looked at from the standpoint of reduc-
ing overhead.

Mr. Chairman, out there in America
there is not much constituency for in-
creased congressional spending on it-
self. I have received phone calls, let-
ters, and post cards from my constitu-
ents asking for increased spending on a
variety of subjects, on health, on edu-
cation, on science, on the environment,
even on defense. But never, Mr. Chair-
man, have I received a single request
for more spending on congressional
staff.

OVERALL BUDGET

Percent change (over pre-

GAD budget vious year)
Year:

1980 .... $204,000,000
1985 299,000,000
1988 330,000,000 7 percent increase.
1989 346,000,000 5 percent increase.
1950 358,000,000 3 percent increase.
1991 409.000,000 14 percent increase.
1992 443,000,000 8 percent increase.
1993 (request) 442,000,000
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The Cox amendment would reduce the GAO
budget to $333 million—essentially, a return
to the FY 1988 budget.

COMPARATIVE SIZE OF GAO

GAO budget accounts for one-quarter of
legislative branch.

GAO staff of 5,062 represents one-quarter of
all legislative branch staff—that’s almost 10
GAO staffers for every Member of Congress.

GAO budget is eight times the size of the
Congressional Research Service's budget,
nearly 10 times the size of the budget of the
Office of Management and Budget, and 21
times the size of the Congressional Budget
Office’s budget.

WORKLOAD

Percent

Percent
110

1 Percent of GAO reports initiated by Congress.

DETAILEES
MNo. of Cost to tax-
detailees payers
Year:
1988 17 33 500,000
1989 143 4,300,000
1950 172 5,300,000

1991

INDEPENDENCE OF THE GAO

As recently as 20 years ago, the GAO initi-
ated most of its own studies. For instance, in
1969, only 10 percent of GAO's reports were in
response to congressional requests. That
number grew to 35 percent by 1980, and to 57
percent by 1985. Today, Congressional re-
quests account for fully 80 percent of GAO's
workload. The dramatic increase over the
last 20 years in congressional demands on
GAO has left the agency with less time and
fewer resources to spend on self-initiated
work.

Combined with the fact that GAO's staff
has a low turnover rate—GAO has a reten-
tion rate of 84%—there is good reason to be-
lieve that GAO has—perhaps not through
any fault of its own—become an agency
staffed by career bureaucrats and beholden
to the majority: A Democratic lap dog in-
stead of a congressional watchdog.

The professionalism and independence of
the GAO is essential to its credibility and ef-
fectiveness.

Even the liberal Washington Post recog-
nizes the importance of maintaining the in-
tegrity and independence of the GAO:

“But the suggestion that the agency is less
than independent in its approach and that
its studies tilt in the direction of its congres-
sional masters is heard often enough to war-
rant a closer look. . . .”" (July 10, 1991, edi-
torial).

What's more, Harry Havens, one of GAO's
11 assistant comptroller generals, has even
publicly acknowledged that GAO's close ties
to Congressional Democrats “‘could pose sig-
nificant risks to the credibility” of the
watchdog agency. (July 30, 1990, New York
Times).

Democrat Senator Harry Reid, chairman of
the Subcommittee on Legislative Appropria-
tions, thinks that GAO already has a credi-
bility gap: “Maybe your work isn’'t as good
as it used to be . . . I rarely find anybody
anymore that respects your work.” (quoted
in February 13, 1992 Roll Call).

GAO's handling of the House bank scandal
highlights just how cozy the relationship be-
tween the Congress and the supposedly inde-
pendent GAO really has become. Prior to
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1977, the GAO always cited specifics in its re-
ports on the House bank with regard to over-
drafts and check-kiting. All this changed in
1977, when GAO audits of the House bank be-
came public. After that, overdrafts didn't
play nearly as large a part in the GAO re-
ports, largely because GAO auditors were
persuaded by Democratic leaders to remove
the documentation in a made-to-order audit.
DETAILEES

1988: 117, at a cost of $3.5 million to GAO.

1989: 143, at a cost of $4.3 million to GAO.

1990: 172, at a cost of $5.3 million to GAO.

Of 1990's 172 detailees, only one was ap-
proved for the Republicans. The Energy and
Commerce Committee alone had 33 detailees,
and the Committee on Government Oper-
ations had 26 detailees—more than the com-
mittee's entire minority staff of 17 persons.
This large number of detailees has given the
majority a huge advantage in investigative
MANPOWET.

While the GAO has taken steps in the past
year to improve this situation—now, for in-
stance, the authorization of a detailee is sub-
ject to the approval of both majority and mi-
nority—Republicans are still essentially ex-
cluded from all but the final stages of the de-
tailing process.

GAO’S “MEASURABLE FINANCIAL SAVINGS™

In this year's debate, a number of Demo-
crat chairmen—Dingell, Conyers, Synar,
Fazio—made the argument that the GAO has
served the public well by saving taxpayers
billions of *‘real dollars” each year in gov-
ernment waste, fraud, and abuse.

Exactly how much of this “savings' is ac-
tually, and directly, the result of GAO’s ac-
tions? While Democrats and Republicans cer-
tainly agree that there really is a lot of gov-
ernment waste—e.g., $600 toilet seats at the
Pentagon—there is good reason to suspect
that GAO’s $33.8 billion in measurable sav-
ings is inaccurate and misleading.

It is helpful to break down some of the
larger items that comprise the $33.8 billion.

The largest single item is $8.6 billion—
that's 256 percent of the total savings—which,
according to GAO, represents the amount
which Congress “‘saved” by not enacting leg-
islation to increase Social Security benefits
for *‘notch’ babies.

Two points need to be made: (1) This ‘‘cost-
avoidance' does not constitute real sav-
ings—any more than a decision by the Con-
gress not to give every taxpayer a million-
dollar rebate would save the government
money. (2) It is presumptive—not to mention
misleading—for GAO to claim credit for such
savings. The same is true of most of GAO's
measurable savings. Two other big-ticket
items in the $33.8 billion are: $4.3 billion in
savings for restructuring the B-2 Bomber
program; $4 billion in savings for scrutiniz-
ing Defense Department budget requests.

GAO claims full credit for these savings—
cuts which Congress would certainly have
made anyhow.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished Re-
publican leader, the gentleman from Il1-
linois [Mr. MICHEL].

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, and my
colleagues, I rise to make several
points here with respect to the amend-
ment of the gentleman from California
[Mr. Cox]. I'm not altogether sure I am
wedded to the amount that he would
like to cut from this bill, but there are
several pertinent points that ought to
be made with respect to the General
Accounting Office.
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Mr. Chairman, we tend to think of
partisanship as a problem of our time.
But more than 2,000 years ago a keen
observer of political reality has this to
say: ““The partisan, when he is engaged
in a dispute, cares nothing about the
rights of the guestion, but is anxious
only to convince his hearers of his own
assertions.”

These words, Mr. Chairman, remind
us of the recurring problem in political
affairs when partisanship, a form of ad-
vocacy, substitutes for, or is disguised
as, objectivity. That problem is at the
heart of our debate today.

When the General Accounting Office
was created in 1921, it was meant to be
a nonpartisan arm of the Congress.
Back then the Congress realized that,
in order to be effective, the GAO must
maintain its credibility. In order to
maintain its credibility, the GAO must
be nonpartisan. Unfortunately, over
the last several years, the partisan na-
ture of GAO has compromised its credi-
bility and, thus, has limited its effec-
tiveness.

We on the Republican side, quite
frankly, do not believe much of what
the GAO is telling us, and we have
ample reason for this distrust.

I will say early on, when I was on the
Committee on Appropriations for those
20 years, we relied heavily on GAO. I
subscribed then to the fact that they
did a marvelous job for us. They gave
us hard, cold, fast figures. We did not
subscribe to them all the time because
we had to insert the political element.
But their basic fundamental work was
what they were designed to do in as-
sisting the Congress.

However, Mr. Chairman, they have
gone afield from that. There are plenty
of examples where the GAO revealed its
partisanship relationship with the
Democrat majority.

There was the botched GAO report on
the BCCI scandal which neglected to
mention the important role of promi-
nent Democrats. There was the refusal
of the GAO to allow Republican Mem-
bers knowledge of a preliminary Octo-
ber Surprise investigation. And, of
course, there is the problem of
detailees.

The Government Operations Commit-
tee has a total of 26 detailees from the
GAO at a cost of $854,000. The entire
Republican staff of the Committee on
Government Operations is only 17, with
a budget of $269,000.

Mr. Chairman, that is the kind of
thing we are talking about here. GAO
is not meant to be an adjunct wing of
the Democrat majority, but that is
what it has become, and that is why
the time for reform of the GAO has
also come.

In making mention of the detailees
and the numbers, it is a way, in more
recent years, to kind of shield the cost
of what some of our committee staffs
are actually costing the taxpayers. In-
stead of being charged up in the legis-
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lative appropriations bill directly as a
cost of Members' staff and allowance,
and committee structure, it is hidden,
through detailees from the General Ac-
counting Office.

So, in a sense the gentleman is cer-
tainly correct in raising the question
as he does. I am not altogether sure the
amount he has in mind cutting here is
the appropriate amount. I will say Mr.
Bowsher happens to have been my rec-
ommendation as the Comptroller Gen-
eral, and at the given time he has done
a marvelous job in recruiting people to
the cause. A good measure of the in-
crease in costs are increases in man-
dated salary and benefits. The number
of employees, quite frankly, have not
changed all that much in that particu-
lar shop.

1 do not want to be found guilty in
supporting any kind of amendment
that is going to do the Congress a dis-
service in getting at the facts and ap-
propriate figures. I want to give them
the tools to work with.

However, Mr. Chairman, I say to my
colleagues, “In view of the comments
that I have made up to this juncture,
you get the general impression that
I'm not all that happy about how
events have unfolded, and maybe a
nick here, a little nick there, and some
reminder will get us the kind of results
and reform that we're looking for.”

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Cox] hav-
ing yielded this time to me so that I
could make this point, and maybe we
will have an opportunity to engage in
dialog later on in the debate.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. WOLPE], chairman of the Sub-
committee on Investigations and Over-
sight of the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment to
cut the appropriation for the General
Accounting Office.

As the chairman of the Investiga-
tions and Oversight Subcommittee of
the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology, I have been examining the
management practices of civilian re-
search and development agencies—pri-
marily the Department of Energy and
NASA. In just the last 9 months, GAO
has sent me 10 reports and has testified
before my subcommittee on numerous
occasions. In my opinion, GAO has pro-
vided high-quality, accurate, and bal-
anced analysis, including many rec-
ommendations for correcting costly
management problems.

For example, GAO has helped us to
identify opportunities to improve the
negotiation and administration of pro-
curement contracts at NASA to better
protect the interests of the American
taxpayer. As a result of GAO's work in
this area, we should be able to avoid
another fiasco like the Hubble tele-
scope where the taxpayer got stuck
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with a billion dollar satellite that does
not perform to specification.

And I would emphasize that NASA it-
self has benefited from GAO’s work,
agreeing to implement most of GAO's
recommendations in recent years.

Let me give you another example. We
asked GAO to examine the Department
of Energy's accounting system to de-
termine how the Department tracked
obligations to its numerous contrac-
tors. GAO discovered that there is over
$2 billion rattling around inside the
DOE complex, and that DOE has no
system in place to account for these
funds. GAO found that this previously
obligated—but uncommitted—money is
not even considered when DOE pre-
pares its annual budget proposal.

As a result of GAO’s work on this
issue, the fiscal 1993 energy and water
appropriation bill that passed the
House last week was reduced by $187
million. Let's put that number in per-
spective. The amendment before us
would cut GAO funding by about $110
million. But the work that GAO did for
our subcommittee alone on just one job
has resulted in savings of $187 million
in the next fiscal year.

And I would add that the DOE con-
troller has embraced GAO's rec-
ommended changes to its accounting
system, and GAO’s work will lead to
even greater savings in the years
ahead.

This amendment is clearly penny-
wise and pound-foolish. Such a deep cut
in GAO's funding will curtail Congress’
ability to conduct aggressive oversight
of the Federal bureaucracy. And I sub-
mit that curtailing congressional over-
sight—not saving money—may in fact
be the motive behind this amendment.
I have always adopted a nonpartisan
approach to congressional oversight. I
feel that we, as Members of Congress,
have an institutional and constitu-
tional responsibility to ensure that the
programs and activities that we fund
are carried out in an effective and effi-
cient manner.

But some Members on the other side
of the aisle seem intent upon curtailing
such efforts. This situation drips with
irony.

When Ronald Reagan rode into town
in 1981, the Federal bureaucracy was
the enemy, and the battlecry of the Re-
publican party was waste, fraud, and
abuse.

How things have changed in 12 years.
The Republican party has controlled
the executive branch for so long it has
become the apologist for the Federal
bureaucracy and the waste, fraud, and
abuse that it generates. That is what
this amendment is all about.

Supporters of this amendment feebly
claim that it will save money. That is
dead wrong. If you restrict the ability
of the General Accounting Office to do
its job, you will actually cost the tax-
payers money. If passed, this amend-
ment would not protect the interests of
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the taxpayer, it would protect the in-
terests of the Federal bureaucracy.

If you support waste, fraud, and
abuse, you should vote “yes” on the
Cox amendment, because that is the ef-
fect of this amendment. If you believe
that the American people deserve to
have an effective watchdog agency
keeping an eye on how the Federal bu-
reaucracy spends our tax dollars, you
should vote ‘‘no” on the Cox amend-
ment.

It is as simple as that. I urge that
this ill-conceived amendment be de-
feated.
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Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE],
has made a valid point, which is that
on many occasions the General Ac-
counting Office does high-quality
work.

That is not what this is all about.
Most Americans are literally stunned
to find out it costs $2.3 billion to pay
for the Congress itself; that 535 men
and women comprising the House and
Senate spend $2.3 billion to run their
own operation.

Now, we can talk a lot about the
House bank and the House post office,
or trying to save money by cutting off
the House gym. But most of us know
that it is not where the money is.

We have to look at how Congress fi-
nances its overhead, its own staff.
Without question, the largest single
amount is buried over at the General
Accounting Office, one-quarter of the
entire legislative budget, one-third of
all legislative staff.

How big is GAO? Well, OMB has 600-
some people. GAO has over 5,000 people.

Just by way of comparison, the inter-
national organization, the OECD, that
does economic analysis for the world’s
27 industrial countries, has a total staff
of 1,800 people. Now, imagine, there are
over 5,000 people at the General Ac-
counting Office. I think we can scale
that back substantially, and still do
the job that Congress requires of itself.

This one part of our congressional
staff, as I mentioned, is now seeking
this year $442 million, nearly one-half
of $1 billion. My amendment will fund
it at one-third of $1 billion. That is
ample.

Ross Perot is abroad in the land right
now telling people we have got to come
to Washington, DC, and balance the
budget and cut spending.

If we are not willing to cut spending
on our own staff, my colleagues, we are
not going to cut it anywhere.

The distinguished Republican leader
mentioned that the impartiality of re-
cent General Accounting Office reports
has been questioned. There was a re-
cent article in the American Spectator
headlined “‘There Is No Accounting for
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Congress.” The subheadline was, “Es-
pecially if GAO Is Cooking the Num-
bers."

In the opening of the article our col-
league from the other body, Senator
KIiT BOND, is quoted as saying, ‘‘With
the GAO you can get anything you
want.”” There is a little illustration
here of Alice's Restaurant, depicting
“The Alice’'s Restaurant of the Legisla-
tive Branch, the General Accounting
Office.”

That is because increasingly Con-
gress itself is directing the results and
conclusions of GAO reports. In 1969, 10
percent of the General Accounting Of-
fice's reports were initiated by Con-
gress. By 1991 that had risen to 90 per-
cent.

Literally, GAO is the staff of Con-
gress. Literally, GAOQ is being driven by
congressional committees. In fact,
GAO has so many staff that it actually
loans them to congressional commit-
tees.

Between 100 and 200 members of
GAO’s staff at any given time are de-
tailed to congressional committees,
working for the committee chairmen
there, at a cost annually of between $4
and $5 million.

As a result of the increasing amount
of money and staff at GAO, the place is
running, I am sad to say, out of con-
trol. Some of GAO's reports are good
and some are not.

My Democratic colleagues will be ob-
jecting, I believe, on the ground that if
you are against fraud, waste, and
abuse, you have got to have the GAO. I
have seen a ‘‘Dear Colleague' sent
around that says if you support waste,
fraud, and abuse, you should vote
‘yes” on the Cox amendment.

Well, frankly, in 1921, when the Gen-
eral Accounting Office was started, its
mission was to end fraud, waste, and
abuse. Now it has become a one-half
billion dollar bureaucracy in and of it-
self.

My mission is simply this: Cut the
overhead, get the staff under control.
One-third of $1 billion for this part of
our staff is absolutely ample.

Mr. Chairman, let me add that the
impartiality of the General Accounting
Office, which has been called into ques-
tion because of the direction of conclu-
sions and the directions of reports by
committee chairs, is something that
we could get around if we had an au-
thentically impartial auditing agency
do these reports.

I checked with Price Waterhouse, the
highly respected accounting firm. I
asked them:

How much does it cost to do all of your au-
dits nationwide, with 110 offices, and over
9,000 professionals for all of your tens of
thousands of clients in America?

The answer was: $357 million.

Now, we are about to spend $442 mil-
lion in this bill on the General Ac-
counting Office. In other words, we
could supplant all of Price
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Waterhouse’s clients across America,
and hire Price Waterhouse full-time to
do this, and still save nearly $100 mil-
lion—precisely the amount that I
would like to save by this amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I yield to the gentleman from Michi-

gan.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding. I
want to acknowledge that to me the
gentleman is an invaluable member of
the Committee on Government Oper-
ations. He has not been here an awfully
long time to read back some of the re-
ports and accomplishments.

But I would say to the gentleman
that in all fairness to this debate, can
the gentleman not remember anything
in which, through the GAO, we have
done a good job? Do you not have a list
of things that even with this amount of
money that the gentleman feels is too
much, have they not accomplished any-
thing?

Mr. Chairman, let us be honest about
it. Is this an attempt to really cut out
oversight in the Congress and cripple
us in this very important area of work,
or does the gentleman just not know
any better?

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I appreciate the question put to me by
my distinguished chairman, and I will
say this, that one-third of $1 billion is
an extraordinary amount of money to
do the kind of work that we need from
our congressional staff. I believe it is
important for us to have staff for this
purpose, but I also believe that one-
third of $1 billion is ample for this pur-

se.

po'I‘he CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Cox] has 6 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from California
[Mr. FAZIO] has 17T minutes remaining.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA], the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Defense of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say this: That your Subcommittee
on Defense of the Committee on Appro-
priations handles more money than
any country in the world except for
three countries, and we rely on the
GAO substantially to make rec-
ommendations to us many times about
where we can make savings. Some of
those recommendations we do not
take. Some of those we argue with.
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Some of them we are critical of, but
one Seawolf submarine costs more than
the operation of the entire Congress.
As a matter of fact, when we look at
the amount of money that Congress
spends, the amount of money that Con-
gress saves through the agencies, we
save enough to fund the entire Con-
gress.
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In our bill this year, Members will
find us reducing the spending in the
Defense Department by about $4 bil-
lion. The reason we are reducing that
is a combination of hearings that we
have held, a combination of rec-
ommendations from other committees,
and it is bipartisan in the support of
the recommendations we get. And we
will reduce their spending, and GAO
has played an absolutely essential role
in reducing the spending in the com-
mittee that I chair.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

ONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman’s testimony is so
important here. Here is a chairman of
a committee that is taking the hit on
GAO effectiveness and efficiency and is
testifying in its favor. I wish that there
were more chairmen like the gen-
tleman that would speak up for it
under those kind of adverse cir-
cumstances.

I commend the gentleman in the
well.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think that there is anyone that
gives us more help in reducing ineffi-
ciency and ineffectiveness than the
GAO. I would urge the Members to de-
feat this amendment.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN].

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment and in
total support of the comments of the
gentleman from Pennsylyania a little
bit earlier.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to the
amendment. | realize a certain controversy
has surrounded the GAO in recent years. But
that's not bad. It's good. The problem with
GAO over the years has been the blandness
of its reports. Thank goodness, it's emerging
from that cocoon. If we pass this amendment,
we will drive it back into its cocoon.

As well, we would deprive it of the re-
sources needed to do its day-to-day busi-
ness—which is ferreting out waste. Mr. Chair-
man, my committee is one of the main con-
sumers of GAO products. We could not do our
work without the GAO. It provides a reservoir
of talent and knowledge. Its staff is a force
multiplier for the Congress. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee has a limited professional
staff. Without the skills and staff available from
the GAO to poke around the Pentagon we
would literally be at the mercy of that building
and its 24,000 staffers.

If we are ever to have any hope of bal-
ancing the budget, we must cut outlays. And
the GAO is the best tool we have for finding
the biggest cuts that do the least damage. To
ax the chief agency engaged in the war on
waste is hardly a reasonable way to go.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FASCELL].

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in total opposition to this amendment,
which is totally misguided.
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GAO assistance to the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee has been invaluable, as has GAO as-
sistance to every phase of congressional over-
sight.

Without GAO, we might not have been able
to get a handle on the management practices
at UNESCO and other international organiza-
tions. GAO’s work has greatly enhanced the
extent to which we can be confident that U.S.
contributions to these organizations are being
put to good use.

GAO provides the committee information
that is extremely important in structuring our
foreign aid programs. To take just one small
example, GAO’s 1990 report on how United

States-provided military equipment and sup-
plies were being used in Somalia, and how
the then-Somalian Government's military

forces had devastated cities in the north, led
us to substantially cut assistance to that gov-
ernment.

In a more general vein, GAO’s work is vital
to House oversight on AID operations. In large
part, we know the areas that need attention
through the work of GAO. It is through the
work of GAO that we are able to get some
sorely needed improvements.

GAQO's evaluation of the Bigeye binary
chemical bomb program made an extremely
important contribution to the bilateral chemical
weapons agreement between the United
States and Russia. The weapon was can-
celed, saving the taxpayers some $1.6 billion
and, just as important, paving the way to a
possible worldwide ban on chemical weapons.
GAQ's documentation proved there were tech-
nical flaws in the Bigeye system.

Without this body of work, which dem-
onstrated great persistence in the face of se-
vere criticism by the Department of Defense,
Congress would never have learned about the
problems. These efforts proved to be a crucial
factor in the formulation of U.S. chemical
weapons policy.

We have to see to it that this superb organi-
zation that has been developed over the years
under successive Comptrollers General re-
mains strong. It would be foolish to damage a
resource so vital to us in carrying out our leg-
islative and oversight responsibilities.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS).

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me. I do not know if this is totally
misguided or partially misguided, but
let me talk about something at the
GAO that has not been discussed. That
is, the fact that they are self-starting,
self-appointed, and act in some cases
like Moses coming down from the legis-
lative mountain.

About 5 or 6 years ago, the GAO
walked into the Department of Agri-
culture, talked to Secretary Lyng and
said, “How would you like a study? We
would like to do a study on the possible
restructuring of the USDA."

That is an ongoing issue that those of
us in the Committee on Agriculture
would like to see accomplished almost
every session. And so some 13 studies
later, no Member of Congress asked for
this, no real suggestion of fraud, waste,
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and abuse, but 13 studies later, we have
a bunch of recommendations that basi-
cally are not factual. What the GAO
has said, if we cut X number of farm
program offices out there, we are going
to save XX amount of money. They did
not realize that three offices were real-
1y colocated in one office. They did not
realize what happens in regards to
lease situations.

Let us at least make it factunal. Let
us at least bring this under some kind
of control here in terms of the self-ap-
pointed GAO.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2'2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CoNYERS], chairman of the
oversight committee for the GAO.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this is
an incredible amendment. For a person
on this committee to be alleging that
we are spending money on ourselves
and on our own staffs is so misguided
that it begs the question.

We are talking about the GAO. We do
not get the benefit. That is not our
staff. They are run by a professional
who is recommended and nominated by
the minority leader in the House of
Representatives, sir. I do not hear any-
body calling for his head over there. If
he is so darn partisan, why do my col-
leagues do not get rid of him?

My problem is, they do not hit hard
enough. But that is not what we are
here for.

Tell me how we are going to over-
sight a budget of $1.5 trillion with a
measly $300 million budget and then we
start talking about cutting. Nobody
said a word about waste, fraud, and
abuse, which is supposed to be the
guideline. Nobody says anything about
waste, fraud, and abuse like it does not
happen, like we are not saving any
money.

No, let us let the administration run
its own ship with as little oversight
from the House of Representatives as
possible. That is what we are about
here, and we are doing it, ironically, on
the eve of the anniversary of Water-
gate.

Be ashamed, you guys, be ashamed.

‘The gentleman from New York [Mr.
HORTON] and I have been working our-
selves to the bone trying to save
money.

Listen to what we are doing. This is
not rhetoric. GAO recommendations to
restructure the B-2 bomber contributed
to budget reductions of $1.2 billion in
fiscal 1991. GAO, the Federal Aviation
Administration reissued a contract on
computer moderniza.:ion saving §1 bil-
lion. GAO discoveréd universities over-
billing the Federal Govérnment, tens of
millions of dollars.

Ask the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL]. It goes on and on. Vote
this thing down.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
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York [Mr. HORTON], the ranking Repub-
lican member of the same committee.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have serious con-
cerns about the General Accounting Of-
fice. GAO's detailee policy bothers me
greatly. I am troubled by what I view
as inconsistency in the quality of some
of its work. But GAO is a large, com-
plex organization. It is not perfect. It
can stand improvement and review.

Last week I shared my concerns
about GAO with Comptroller General
Bowsher and Deputy Comptroller Gen-
eral Socolar in a continuing dialogue
and effort to get some changes where
changes are appropriate. Mr. Bowsher
and Mr. Socolar are responding to con-
cerns I have raised and to concerns
others have raised. At their direction,
GAO is conducting its own internal re-
view.

In addition, it is seeking to put in
place a peer review program to assess
fully all of its operations, define defi-
ciencies, correct those that are identi-
fied, and hence, improve the guality of
work that the GAO provides to the
Congress and the American people.
Those actions make sense.

A funding cut of 25 percent, however,
does not make sense. And it is not rea-
sonable. On' thé contrary, it would be
crippling to GAO, and it is not my in-
tention nor desire to cripple the Gen-
eral Accounting Office.

Just to point out, a reduction in
force to achieve a cut of this mag-
nitude requires the separation of a
large number of staff to cover the ex-
penses of the RIF itself. A reduction in
force which will permit GAO to operate
within a budget of $333 million will re-
quire the separation of approximately
half of GAO’s 5,000 employees. They
will have to close at least 6 of their 13
regional offices and both of their over-
seas offices, thereby eliminating ap-
proximately 700 employees.

This would drastically limit GAO's
unique onsite investigative capabilities
and severely impact the watchdog pres-
ence throughout the Government oper-
ations.

They would also have to terminate
1,800 employees in an agencywide re-
duction.

Do not throw the baby out with the
bathwater. I oppose the amendment
and urge my colleagues to vote dgainst
it.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL]

Mr. Chairman, I rise
in sfz‘dﬁﬁ’ 6bpﬁsition to'améndment No.

5 which is designatéd’ 49 tHé ‘‘Cox of
California® 4 . éé’él!‘ﬁ he ap-
propriation f eral Accounting

Office from slightly over $442 million
to slightly more than $333 million. This
politically motivated cut of the GAO is
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equivalent to about a 25-percent reduc-
tion in funds.

In discussions with the GAO leader-
ship, I understand that this cut would
result in a reduction in force at the
GAO of over 1,800 people, plus a fur-
lough of other persons at the agency
from its present level of just over 5,000
people. This reduction sum is caused
because in order to conduct a RIF the
agency has to take into consideration
under current law severance pay and
annual leave, which is always substan-
tial. In addition, because of the re-
quirements of law regarding veterans’
preference, grade level, and longevity,
and the related so-called bumping
rights of employees, such a RIF will
undoubtedly affect many people at the
lower end of the GAO pay scale—most
of which are probably women and mi-
norities. In this recession, I find it hard
to believe that the Republicans want to
increase the unemployment rolls even
more and that they want to target mi-
norities.

Mr. Chairman, this is a draconian ef-
fort designed to make the General Ac-
counting Office ineffective. The pro-
ponents want to weaken how the GAO
conducts its functions, including the
handling of bid protests for the benefit
of many businesses who regularly bid
for contracts with the Government.

This is not an effort to save money or
make our Government lean and mean.
It is a deliberate effort to transfer the
GAO into a think tank and make it in-
effective as an independent investiga-
tive arm of the Congress.

I am concerned that all too often the
GAO performs such think tank func-
tions and disregards its vigorous inves-
tigative duties. The recent line-item
veto report is an example of that prob-
lem. That clearly must be stopped by
the present leadership of the GAO.

The GAO has been doing this work
for many, many years under many
Presidents. I recall that during the ten-
ures of President Johnson and Nixon in
the White House, many executive
branch agencies used to refer to the
GAO as '‘God's awful office.”” They
were fearful of any investigation by the
GAO into the legality of an agency’s
actions, into waste and fraud, and into
the question of whether or not the
agency was in fact carrying out the
statutory requirements of the Congress
and the President. I am not sure that
fear exist today. It will most certainly
not exist with this severe cut.

Few in the executive branch have
ever had good words for the GAO, but
most of us know from long years of ex-
perience that such an investigative
agency—not a think tank—is abso-
lutely essential if we are to have a fair
and effective Government of laws, not
of men.

The GAO has saved the taxpayers
money. For instance:

In the case of Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the GAO helped to iden-
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tify tens of millions of dollars in unal-
lowable or questionable costs with
EPA’s Superfund contracts.

In the case of universities, the GAO
helped identify tens of millions of dol-
lars of unallowable or questionable
costs at many of our well-known uni-
versities across the country.

In the case of the Department of En-
ergy, the GAO is in the process of find-
ing millions of dollars in unallowable
and questionable costs in regards to
DOE’s weapons facilities contracts.

In the case of the Department of De-
fense, GAO’s recommendations to re-
structure the B-2 Bomber Program
contributed to budget reductions of §1.2
billion in fiscal year 1991 and an aver-
age reduction of $4 billion in each of
the next 3 years.

On the basis of GAO work, the Con-
gress and Treasury made changes to
the Tax-Exempt Bond Program to en-
sure that financed projects better
served low-income renters.

The GAO helped identify abuses in
the $100 billion merged surplus ac-
counts governmentwide. The merge
surplus account was immediately
eliminated, withdrawing $67 billion in
spending authority.

These are only some of the GAO ac-
complishments that save public funds.
There aré many more listed at the end
of my remarks.

The Cox amendment, however, would
strip GAO’s effectiveness in these and
other areas and will give the executive
branch—under Bush, Clinton, or
Perot—the freedom to act without fear
of intensive investigation by this agen-
cy. Waste, fraud, and abuse, and dis-
regard of law will result. None of that
is in the public interest, but it is in the
interest of the executive branch which
is controlled by the Republicans. They
clearly do not want such oversight.
They do not want to spend money
which will protect taxpayer funds.
They do not want GAO to uncover their
misdeeds.

I stress that the GAO and its staff are
not employees of the House. As to the
issue of GAO details, that is an old
story that was addressed last year.
These people help us conduct oversight.
The administration and our Republican
colleagues don't like that.

I strongly urge that my colleagues in
the House, particularly my Democratic
colleagues, join me in ringing opposi-
tion to this draconian cut. I urge sup-
port for the committee’'s bill.
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment is an
outrage. A similar amendment was de-
feated last year. This is burning our
seed corn. What the author of this
amendment and those who support it
are seeking to do is to simply termi-
nate auditing and investigations of the
excutive branch. They are going to cut
the number of GAO auditors almost 35
percent. That means the work which is
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done by GAO and the Congress to halt
thievery, rascality, waste, and abuse of
the taxpayers' money will cease, be-
cause we are going to be terminating
1,800 out of 5,000 employees who are out
chasing these scoundrels, criminals and
wrongdoers.

If the Members do not want to know
where wrongdoing is going on in the
Government, vote for the amendment.
It is a great amendment, if that is
what they want. If the Members want
to see if the taxpayers and the public
interest and public money is protected,
then at all costs vote against this
amendment.

This is not an amendment which an
intelligent person would vote for. This
is an amendment which would be the
delight of a thief, a scoundrel, a knave,
or a person who is trying to rip off the
taxpayers. As I said this is an out-
rageous amendment. It should be voted
down unanimously. What it does is ter-
minate the ability of the Government
to protect the taxpayers and to halt
wrongdoing. I urge my colleagues to
vote overwhelmingly against this
abominable amendment.

GAO SAVINGS—INDIRECT COSTS
UNIVERSITIES

GAOQO helped identify tens of millions of
dollars in unallowable or questioned costs at
universities across the country.

GAO exposed the fact that the contracting
agencies have allowed universities to recoup
extra allowable costs through unfair alloca-
tion formulas—totaling hundreds of millions
of dollars.

EFPA

GAO helped identify tens of millions of
dollars in unallowable or questioned costs
with EPA’s Superfund contracts.

DOE

GAO is in the process of finding millions of
dollars in unallowable or questioned costs
with DOE's weapons facilities contracts.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

GAO helped demonstrate that the EPA has
systematically ignored good contract man-
agement practices costing the agency tens of
millions, and possibly hundreds of millions,
in waste, fraud and abuse annually. GAO will
be the lead witness at the July 8th hearing
on contract.abuse at EPA.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

For the past number of years, GAO has
helped identify billions in abuses at DOD, in-
cluding defective pricing, mischarging, over-
pricing, and unallowable or unreasonable
charges. Contractors reviewed include Gen-
eral Dynamics, TRW, Northrop, Bell/Tex-
tron, and Lockheed. Programs include DDG-
51, €17, Apache, C-6B, F-16, HARM, and B-1.

**M’" ACCOUNTS

GAO helped identify abuses in the $100 bil-
lion “M™ and merged surplus accounts gov-
ernment-wide. The merged surplus account
was immediately eliminated, withdrawing
$67 billion in spending authority. The agen-
cies were given three years to audit and rees-
tablish valid needs for the *M' accounts.
Much of the budget authority in the **M" ac-
counts has been given up.
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GAO ACCOMPLISHMENT RELATED TO WORK RE-
QUESTED BY REPRESENTATIVE JOHN DINGELL

Number Tithe Amount
HRO-30-16 ........... Defeating proposals to raise $340,000,000
Medicare reimbursement of
hn!tl maintenance of organi-
zations (HMO's),
HRD-89-18 ....... Reduction in Medicare payments 169,000,000
for chinical labaratory services.
Increased fees from hydropower 5,061,500
licensees.
RCED-B7-25 ......... .. Parachute Creek Shale Oil project 500,000,000
Totpl memsur-1 S Gl R Gt 1.014,061,500
able finan-
cial benefit.
Number Title
HRD-81-02 ... Enactment of P.L 101-354 Eslanltshm Program
of Grants to States to Camy Out ;mwms to
Screen Women For Breast aﬂd Cervical Cancer
as 2 Preventive Health Measu
HRD-91-04 . The Congress provided Shlu ldmlmnal Time to

Implement the Requirements of the State Com-
Druheasm Mental Health Services Plan Act of

: P:ssan of the Trauma Care Systems Planning and
Develo At

Mental Health Services Grant Formula Change.

Emergency Medical Services State Planning Grants
Farmula Change.

DOT Corrective Actions Conceming Hazardous Mate-
rials Enforcement

SEC Directed the Mew York Stock Exchange to Re-
view the Applicability of s Rule 330 to After
Hours Trading.

Strengthening nf EPA's Procedures for Preventing
Contlicts of Interest Under Superfund Contracts.
DOE Revised Its Eamings Limitation Agresment to
Prevent Martin Marietta From Unfairly Benefiting
Fmﬂﬂﬂperﬂhn of DOE Research and Production

acilities.

DOE Reviewed Field Office Orders to Ensure That
They Are Consistent With DOEmde Work-For-
Qthers Requirements.

DOE Headquarters Directed All Field Heads to En-
sure That Work-For-Others Agreements Contain
Required Clauses and Ceifications.

. DOE Directed Field Unit Heads to Ensure That Writ-
ten Determinations and Certifications Are Per-
formed for Non-00E Projects.

DOE Has Taken Action to Fully Recover Personnel
Costs Associated With lts  Work-For-Others

Projects.

DOE g?a?uam the Appropriateness of a Contrac-
tor's Work-For-Others and Assigned a Head-
quarters Group to Oversee the Contractor's Work.

% Stm&ueasnm to Detect Insider Trading.

nt Formula for the Alcohol, Drug Abuse,
and Mental Health Block Grant.

HRD-91-06 .
HRD-91-07 .

RCED-91-38 .........
GGD-90-24 ............

RCED-80-05 ....oc0occc.

RCED-30-68 ..........

RCED-90-71 ..o

RCED-90-72 ...

RCED-30-73 ...

RCED-30-74

GGD-83-08
HRO-89-03 .

Enhancing Enforcement for the Alcohol, Drug Abuse,

and Mental Health Block Grant Set-Aside Provi-
Sions.

RCED-85-01 ......... FERC Has Enhanced Fish Protection By Improving
Coordination With State and Federal Agencies.

RCED-89-02 ........ DOE Reevaluated lts Need for Oil Firms Records.

RCED-89-03 ......... FERC Has Taken Action to Facilitate Development of
Comprehensive River Basin Plans.

RCED-83-04 ......... FERC Has Improved Timeliness of Responses to In-
vestigative Reports.

RCED-89-05 Liability Protection for a Nuclear Plant Accident.

RCED-89-06 ........ FERC Has improved Mts Monitoning of Hydroelectric
Projects’ Compliance With Federal Requirements.

RCED-89-26 ........ The Bonnevilie Power Administration Perfarmed Fur-
ther Analysis to Justify Expanding the Morthwest-
Southwest Intertie.

RCED-89-37 DOT Improved Measurement of Its Investigations Di-
vision Workload.

RCED-B9-38 ......... Impnmd Coordination In Assessing Pesticide Bene-

RCED-88-54 .. ... DD'I MaMIM to Impeove Gray Market Vehicle Pro-

RCED-B9-57 ... l'hesl'edm{ Railroad Administration Took Actions to
Improve Accident and ﬂﬂw Reparting.

HRD-B8-23 .......... Medicare Statutes Amended to Clanfy That Govern-
ment Sponsored Health Plans Pay Before Medi-
care,

RCED-88-21 ... Improvements in EPA's Internal Controls for Manag-
ing Air Regulation Dockets.

RCED-8B-39 ... (Improvements in EPA's Procurement Regulations.

RCED-BE-40 Improvements in EPA's Planning, Budgeting, and
Reviewing Research.

HRD-87-01 Improved l!:stnbumn of Black Grant Funds.

RCED-87-06 ........... Sam:mnl of Federally Generated Hazardous

£
RCED-87-28 ... DOE Has Improved.Mts Long Term Settiement Proc-

ess for Oil Pricing Violations.
DOE ed Errors in Fund Allocation to States.
DOE Notified O Firms of Recordheeping Needs.
Improved DOE Oversight of Energy Systems' Canflict
of Interest Procedures and Acquisitions From Al-
filiates.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

RCED-87-35
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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SYNAR) assumed the chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will receive a message.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr.
McCathran, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.
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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1993

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH-
LERT].

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I am
in opposition to the amendment and in
support of the stirring oratory of the
chairman of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

Mr. Chairman, this past spring, Mr. WOLPE
and | held a hearing on the Department of En-
ergy’s budget. We found that the Department
had been engaging in an accounting gimmick
that let them label some funds as obligated
when in fact they were not. As much as $2 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1991 had escaped scrutiny
by either OMB or Congress through this trick.

Though Chairman WoLPE and |, and the
staff of our Investigations and Oversight Sub-
committee, worked hard on this issue, the
lion’s share of the credit must go to the Gen-
eral Accounting Office. It was GAO that
brought this issue to Mr. WoLPE and |. GAO
did excellent work and testified before my
Subcommittee on the House Science, Space,
and Technology Committee. That day we had
not just the rare privilege of hearing from
GAO, but also hearing from the Department of
Energy's chief financial officer that the Depart-
ment substantially agreed with GAO’s findings
and even thanked them for their work.

The work done by GAO and our subcommit-
tee will directly save the American taxpayer
$182 miillion in fiscal year 1993. | want to laud
Chairman BEvILL and Mr. MYERS for taking this
issue seriously and for cutting the DOE budget
request to reflect their assessment of DOE's
excess funds. This represents real deficit re-
duction through real budget savings won
through aggressive oversight.

But there are other benefits in the future.
The national energy strategy bill passed by
the House included a requirement that | wrote
with Mr. WoLPE that the Department of Energy
report to Congress on these grey area obli-
gated funds so that future budget requests
can be adjusted accordingly. Savings that will
result from this measure could exceed a billion
dollars.

Today, we will be asked to cut the GAO
budget for fiscal year 1993 by $110 million.
This is a classic example of being penny wise
and pound foolish. In one hearing, GAO saved
more money for our taxpayers than the
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amendment we will vote on would do. But is
there anyone in this body who believes that if
we cut the GAO by 25 percent they would be
able to do that kind of work for us? Is there
anyone, on either side of the aisle, who be-
lieves that a Perot Presidency would not war-
rant very aggressive GAO work?

Some members are mad at GAO because
they feel certain reports have been politically
tainted. Some members are mad, on my side
of the aisle, because they fear that GAO will
be used to embarrass the administration. Oc-
casionally they will; despite being a loyal Bush
man, | would be the first to concede that there
have been rare occasions when the adminis-
tration has made mistakes. But remember that
our Founding Fathers intended the executive
branch to be watched by the legislative—that
is what our institutional checks and balances
are all about. GAO is our best watchdog and
the amendment that will be offered today
threatens to pull its teeth. | hope you will join
me in opposing that amendment.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. IRELAND].

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Chairman, I am
in opposition to this amendment, and
would associate myself with the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. HORTON].
The GAO does outstanding work. Yes,
it can do better. Let us not use this
amendment to shoot the messenger.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The GAO, like all organizations, can
be improved. Unfortunately, the Cox
amendment would decimate GAO in-
stead of proposing constructive ways to
improve the institution. GAO responds
to all kind of requests. The quality of
its products varies. Some are very
good; some are OK, and some are poor.
I know that. But over the years, the
GAO has done some excellent work for
me as an individual Member—particu-
larly on the “‘M" accounts, the 5-year
defense program budget mismatch, the
A-12, to name a few, The savings to the
taxpayers on these three issues alone is
in the tens of billion of dollars. With-
out GAO it would not have happened.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot support an
amendment that would destroy an or-
ganization that plays an important
role in the congressional oversight
process.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. LEACH].

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say the gentleman from California
[Mr. CoX] has made some good points,
and I hope the majority listens care-
fully to the concerns of our distin-
guished minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL].

Having said that, the fact of the mat-
ter is that what this amendment does
is cut out the heart of congressional
oversight. If there is any responsibility
constitutionally given to the Congress
of the United States, it is oversight. If
there is any great failure of the last 20
years in American public life, it has
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been that congressional oversight has
been too lax, not too vigorous.

Let me just give an example of the
import of the GAO in banking.

In the late 1980’s the only credible
agency in Washington, DC, on banking
matters was the General Accounting
Office. It developed a way of looking at
international lending, a way of looking
at savings and loans, that led to mas-
sive reform in the Federal Deposit In-
surance System which saved dozens if
not hundreds of millions, if not billions
of dollars. The effects as well as the
cost of GAO oversight has to be under-
stood.

I do not personally know what the
right level of funding for the GAO is,
but I do know if we toy with the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, we will be po-
tentially giving a green light in some
instances to thievery, but more gen-
erally, to lack of programmatic over-
sight, responsibility for which the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica posits most pointedly in this legis-
lative body. For that reason I would
urge defeat of the amendment before

us.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER-
STAR].

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, for
more years than I can count the GAO
has been the Government auditors, and
they have an essential function here,
but in recent years they have become
more important in that they have be-
come our overseers, our field investiga-
tors, our policy analysts, our eyes and
ears inside the Government. The mes-
sage they bring us is not always pleas-
ant, it is not always well received, and
I will be the first to admit it is not al-
ways well done. I have not been satis-
fied sometimes with their work.

But to pass this amendment is to pe-
nalize the GAO for trying to do its job
as well as it possibly can. It is to shoot
the messenger in the foot.

In addition to being spiteful, this
amendment is shortsighted, because
what we spend on GAO is not spent and
lost and consumed and forgotten; it
yields a stream of earnings and savings
each year. I could take the Members, if
I had the time, through the defense au-
thorization bill and cite chapter and
verse when GAO alerted us to savings.

Cutting the General Accounting Of-
fice from $442 to $333 million is not an
efficiency measure, it is an emascula-
tion. It will weaken one of the strong-
est arms of the Congress, and we
should not do it.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER], chairman of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.
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Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the House Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, which I have the
privilege of chairing, has jurisdiction
over billions of dollars of royalties and
rents and payments that are due the
American people from the rent of their
public lands, their coastal areas, and
their resources. Yet we find out that
those who would rent those lands,
those who would extract the resources,
fail every year to pay the American
people what they are due through a se-
ries of schemes, criminal activity, out-
right fraud, mismanagement. Time and
again the American people are not
given those rewards.

The shortage of the GAO is not the
work product of the GAO, it is the in-
ability and unwillingness of this Con-
gress and the administration to invoke
their recommendations. But to say
that we will do away with this level of
funding for the GAO, that we would
slash it, according to Mr. CoxX's amend-
ment, is to endorse that criminal activ-
ity, that fraud, those schemes that de-
prive the American people of their due
royalties, of their due rent for the use
of their public lands. It is billions of
dollars a year.

Without the GAO, that type of mis-
management would continue to exist,
because there would be no way in
which we would find out about it but
for the GAO.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER], the next rank-
ing member of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations on the Republican
side.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I must
rise in opposition to the amendment.
As a colleague serving with the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. C0X] on
the Committee on Government Oper-
ations, I share his frustration with
GAO’'s operations, and believe me, I
share some of that same frustration.
However, this amendment, in my view,
is draconian in nature and really would
completely debilitate GAO. I am con-
vinced this amendment would only
serve to make things worse, not better,
and in turn our sense of frustration and
dissatisfaction would only grow worse.

I met with the Comptroller General
recently and had a very frank and can-
did discussion with him. I expressed to
him my concerns. I am hearing from
my colleagues concerns about the in-
tegrity of GAO reports and investiga-
tions, maintenance of a bipartisan rela-
tionship with Members and staff, and
the use of GAS detailees as profes-
sional staff.

My particular peeve with GAO con-
cerns the use of detailees. This is a
thorn in the side of myself and many
others, especially those of us on this
side of the aisle. In fiscal year 1991
there were 26 detailees assigned to the
Committee on Government Operations
alone, where they in effect worked pri-
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marily as additional members of ma-
jority staff.

To put this in perspective, for the
same year there were only 17 minority
professional staff members.

Despite this, Mr. Chairman, I must
say that this amendment would in fact
gut the GAO, which does provide very
valuable service to the entire Congress.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. SAWYER].

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CoxX] to reduce funding levels
for the General Accounting Office.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Census, I have worked closely with the
GAO. In my opinion, GAO continues to
conduct thorough audits and investiga-
tions and to produce balanced and use-
ful reports. Their work adheres to the
highest standards of objectivity and
professionalism. The work of GAO en-
hances greatly the work we do here in
Congress.

The decennial census is the largest
peacetime undertaking of the Federal
Government. In terms of oversight, it
represents one of the most difficult,
concrete, and complex accounting
problems imaginable. GAO’s efforts to
monitor, analyze, and evaluate the cen-
sus as it unfolded were superb.

GAO monitored progress and re-
ported to the subcommittee even as the
census took place. GAO staff at the
Census Bureau and around the country
monitored census operations on a daily
basis.

The subcommittee’s close oversight
of the 1990 census—including planning,
preparation, execution, and evalua-
tion—would not have been complete
without that real time auditing ap-
proach. Early in the census, for exam-
ple, the Census Bureau had real prob-
lems with its management information
system, as well as severe staff short-
ages. GAO was able to alert the sub-
committee so that corrective action
could be taken in a timely manner.

GAO also was the first to inform the
subcommittee that the census was col-
lecting high rates of surrogate data,
which raised concerns about the qual-
ity of the count. Without GAO and
needed financial and personnel, the
quality of oversight—and the census it-
self—surely would have been damaged.

I think all of my subcommittee col-
leagues—Democrats and Republicans—
would agree that GAO developed and
reported its findings with objectivity
and fairness. GAO worked closely with
staff from both sides to meet all our in-
formation needs. GAO recently re-
ported to the subcommittee on the fun-
damental changes that are needed for
the 2000 census. Even now GAO has
identified ways to save hundreds of
millions of dollars over the next dec-
ade, and to improve the quality of the
census numbers.
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I want to ensure that the next census
is more accurate and economical than
the last one. Reducing GAO's budget
won’t help us do that. It might save us
a few dollars today, but in the long run
it will cost us much more.
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Mr. COX of California. Mr, Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
HERGER].

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman I rise in
support of this amendment, which
saves taxpayers $109 million by reduc-
ing funding for the General Accounting
Office of the Congress.

Spending on the General Accounting
Office has ballooned by 80 percent in
just the last 10 years alone. The GAO
now has 5,000 employees and 16 regional
offices around the country and over-
seas.

The GAO even serves as a back door
means of augmenting committee staff.
The GAO is spending $4 million this
year alone providing House and Senate
committees with 170 additional em-
ployees.

I know some members may contend
that this money is well spent, because
it seeks to eliminate waste and fraud
in Government. I only wish that were
true. Sadly, the General Accounting
Office’s work has taken on a partisan
cast that has undermined its credibil-
ity. It's reports all too often are craft-
ed to support the leadership's legisla-
tive goals.

For example, when the House leaders
proposed legislation to implement a
system of ‘socialized medicine such as
Canada has, the GAO compliantly pro-
duced a report lauding Canadian medi-
cine. Only later do we find out the re-
port conveniently neglected to men-
tion the massive tax increases that
would be required to finance the sys-
tem.

When the leadership felt the heat of
the House bank scandal, they commis-
sioned a GAO audit of the White House
to divert attention away from a major
scandal.

This amendment still allows the GAO
$333 million for fiscal year 1993. That
should be more than enough to root out
waste and fraud—more than enough,
that is if the agency devotes its time to
genuine investigations rather than par-
tisan activities.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California. In recent
months the General Accounting Office
has come under some criticism and our
distinguished minority leader has un-
derscored some of those problems. I
must say that the GAO I have heard de-
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scribed is not the one with which I
have become familiar during my many
years on the Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee. GAO's work has con-
tributed directly to our committee's
evaluation of the problems of the cen-
sus and to its efforts to improve the
economy and efficiency of the Postal
Service and the Federal civilian work
force—three of the committee’'s pri-
mary areas of responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, the 1990 census was
marked by significant controversy and
litigation. Concerns about the accu-
racy and completeness of the count
will not be resolved for years to come.
Yet throughout the controversy, GAO
has provided the committee with reli-
able and timely analysis of what was
happening and why. By giving us a
clearer analysis of the situation, GAO
has enabled us to focus and improve
upon the quality of our oversight.
Moreover, GAO is continuing to assist
the committee by pointing out the
changes that will be needed for a less
troubled, cost-effective census in 2000.

GAQ’s Postal Service audit site in-
cludes fewer than 10 people, yet we
have always found their work to be of
great value in helping our committee
oversee the Postal Service. For exam-
ple, at our opening oversight hearing
on May 12 of this year, GAO represent-
atives discussed the results of their
perceptive and well-documented analy-
sis of the Postal Service’s automation
program. They helped understand the
ways in which postal service has failed
so far to bring postal costs under con-
trol.

Finally, GAQ has reported to us
many times on the pay, benefits, and
management of the Federal civilian
work force. It has helped us determine
just how well the executive branch is
handling work force diversity issues
and implementing merit system prin-
ciples and regulations involving equal
employment opportunity. It has identi-
fied opportunities to save money on
Federal Employees Health Benefits
Programs. Most recently, it examined
programs run at the Department of De-
fense and OPM for assisting DOD em-
ployees displaced by DOD's downsizing
efforts, identified problems, and helped
us ensure that these employees are
treated fairly.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the work
the GAO has done for the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee convince
me that GAO's budget should be viewed
not as a cost, but as an important in-
vestment in making Government work
better. Its clear-eyed examination of
how programs operate, and its objec-
tive reports of its findings make our
legislative and oversight activities
that much more effective.

Now more than ever, when we must
redouble our efforts to ensure that the
American people’s tax dollars are well
spent, our investment in GAO is one
that we cannot afford to cut.
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Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield ‘2
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI].

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to oppose the amendment also.

I want to call the Congress, attention
to the waste of time sometimes we go
through in this process. If we really
want to structure the U.S. Government
and straighten it out, and eventually
balance the budget, it seems to me the
only way this Congress can do it is if
we force the executive branch to put
managerial skills in place as private
industry has to accomplish this. With-
out the General Accounting Office we
literally disarm the Congress to force
the Executive to do this.

One little part that we are talking
about here, millions of dollars, the
Congress spends $26 million a year to
travel; the White House, that my sub-
commitfee happens to be investigating,
spends §150 million, six times as much.
Without the benefit of examination by
the General Accounting Office we could
never get these facts, because to my
knowledge and from the representa-
tions from the White House, nobody
down there knows what it really costs
to operate that function.

Mr. COX of California, Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada [Mrs, VUCANOVICH].

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Cox amendment
to reduce the Government Accounting
Office allocation by one-third. The
GAO seemingly has so many employ-
ees, that the agency is able to loan a
great many of these employees to Con-
gress.

It is no secret that many Members on
my side of the aisle feel that the GAO
has become nothing but an ideological
advocacy organization of the majority
party here in Congress; a distant cous-
in of the unbiased investigatory agency
it was set up to be.

However, whether or not this charac-
terization is true is not my point here.
The point is this, with so many
detailees being utilized by committee
and subcommittee chairmen—the same
Members who hold GAO reports as the
linchpin of their arguments—the ap-
pearance of impropriety is indefensible.

At worst, the GAO is guilty of the
charges of bias. At best, the GAO is
susceptible to these charges. Either
way, their credibility is negatively af-
fected.

Mr. Chairman, congressional com-
mittee assignments for detailees have
become nothing more than an employ-
ment pool. In my estimation, it is
highly suspect that the steady stream
of reports published by the GAO at the
behest of certain chairmen are diamet-
rically opposed to academic, industry,
and independent reports on the same
topic, using the same data.

When the topic is public land use, it
is impossible to quantify multiple-use
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impact without the infusion of land use
philosophy. Obviously, western and
eastern land use philosophy differs.

There is no guestion that the GAO
has from time to time provided this
body with pertinent important infor-
mation by uncovering abuses of the
taxpayer.

However, I am concerned that the
GAO has lost its once credible name,
and has degenerated into a tool of cer-
tain committee chairman to craft and
package an explanation for a predeter-
mined answer.

I urge my colleagues support for the
Cox amendment. Let us here today
send a message to the GAO, and help
them pull out of this tailspin into no
credibility.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself my remaining 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I said at the outset of
this debate that there is no lobby in
America for increased spending on con-
gressional staff. Evidently T was wrong,
because for a great part of this debate
we have heard from that lobby.

From my efforts to seek to control
congressional spending I have even
been called a scoundrel, a knave and a
thief—by one of my colleagues who
voted against the balanced budget
amendment.

But the facts are these: ;

As a result of my amendment this
one part of our congressional staff, the
GAO, will be frozen at 1988 levels, one-
third of a billion dollars. Right now the
GAO's budget is 18 times that of the
Congressional Research Service. It is 10
times that of the Office of Management
and Budget. It is 21 times that of the
Congressional Budget Office. It has re-
ceived increases from 1990 to 1992 of 22
percent. And its cost is more than the
cost of all of the management and fi-
nancial audits nationwide performed
by Price Waterhouse.

Mr. Chairman, the GAO is saddled
with too much overhead. It costs too
much, and it is not independent.

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on
the Cox amendment.

M. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD].

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr. Cox].

This amendment strikes at the heart of Con-
gress’ ability to oversee the executive branch.
It would emasculate our investigative arm, the
General Accounting Office [GAO]. GAO has
been instrumental in enabling the Committee
on Education and Labor to pursue savings
and improvements in the Departments of
Labor and Education. For example:

Over $700 million in financial benefits were
realized in programs providing financial assist-
ance to postsecondary students—the Pell
grant and guaranteed student loan programs.
These financial benefits consisted of: First,
$140 million in reduced Federal expenditures
when legislation was enacted requiring that
Pell grant recipients have a high school di-
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ploma; second, $305 million in increased de-
faulted student loan collections due to the ex-
tension of the Internal Revenue Service's in-
come tax refund offset programs; and third,
$279 million captured in guaranty agencies’
reserves in excess of their needs.

Funding for the Job Training Partnership Act
[JTPA] was reduced by $13.8 million in fiscal
year 1990 to reinforce GAO's finding that local
programs were entering into contracts for ex-
cessive on-the-job training to place partici-
pants into low skill jobs.

As a result of GAO's work concerning the
employment conditions of foreign workers
brought into the United States to harvest sug-
arcane, the largest user of this labor re-
vamped certain aspects of its contract with the
workers to improve the accountability of work-
ers’ wage deductions.

On the basis of GAO briefings, testimonies,
and a report on the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
Education Act, the Congress made major revi-
sions to the act, such as improving allocation
of program funds.

Using information from GAO reports on the
limited extent of advance notice provided by
employers to workers concerning plant clos-
ings, legislation was enacted requiring large
employers to provide 60 days advance notice
to workers in the event of a plant closing or
mass layoff.

Based in part on GAO reports and testi-
mony, Congress raised the maximum pen-
alties for violations of workplace safety and
health regulations and child labor laws.

The GAO report on legislative and adminis-
trative options for improving workers' safety
and health led to the first comprehensive reex-
amination of OSHA’s authorizing legislation in
its 20-year history. Both the Senate and the
House legislators drew heavily on the options
GAO identified, incorporating most of them in
H.R. 3160, the Comprehensive Occupational
Safety and Health Act.

Vote “no” on this amendment. It deserves
to be defeated.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

We have, in the executive budget re-
quests, significant increases for the ad-
ministration’s junk yard dogs, the in-
spectors general. At Agriculture, the
IG budget is up by 7.1 rercent; at Com-
merce, 19.7 percent; at the Education
Department, it is up by over 20 percent.
The departmental IG's go up all over
the Government, while we have re-
duced GAO by $5.5 million in total re-
sources below the current year. They
are the junk yard dog of the entire
Government, and we have placed very
stringent controls on their budget.

Reducing GAO's budget to $333,333,000
would require GAO to undergo a large-
scale reduction in force. This would
have a devastating impact on GAO's
ability to perform its mission. A reduc-
tion in force to achieve a cut of this
magnitude requires the separation of
an inordinate number of staff to cover
the expenses of the RIF itself. A reduc-
tion in force which will permit GAO to
operate within a budget of $333 million
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will require the separation of approxi-
mately half of GAO’'s 5,000 employees.
GAO will have to: Close at least six of
its 13 regional offices and both of its
overseas offices, thereby eliminating
approximately 700 employees. This
would: drastically limit GAO’s unique
on site investigative capability, and se-
verely impact the watchdog presence
throughout Government operations.

They would have to terminate 1,800
employees in an agencywide reduction
in force in addition to regional and
overseas office closings. Such action
will materially reduce our subject mat-
ter expertise in specific areas where
GAO has built outstanding capability
over many years because of bumping
provisions many employees will be in-
voluntarily moved into areas where
they have little or no subject matter
knowledge resulting in an unstable job
management situation.

This would devastate years of con-
centrated effort designed to provide a
more representative and diverse work
force. Because a RIF is driven by se-
niority and veterans preference, mi-
norities and women will be affected the
most. It would also severely impact
GAOQO’s ability to develop a high-quality
work force for the future. A RIF of this
magnitude will force out developing
staff first and eliminate hiring for the
foreseeable future. This will result in a
significant loss of state-of-the-art
skills and technological capabilities
necessary to effectively address in-
creasingly technical and complex is-
sues facing the Congress.

Also, higher paid people would be
placed in positions where they will be
performing lower level work. This is
due to saved pay provisions of RIF reg-
ulations which require that an em-
ployee reassigned to a lower level job
retain his/her current pay. This will ad-
versely impact morale and will result
in spending more than necessary to get
the work done. This will create perhaps
years of minimal productivity while
people are being reassigned and re-
trained for their new positions.

A reduction of this magnitude will
limit GAO's effectiveness in conduct-
ing legislative oversight of misconduct
and abuse in the executive branch and
will deny the Congress the kind of reli-
able information needed when we con-
sider such issues as: Weapons acquisi-
tion; health care; banking legislation;
environmental and hazardous waste is-
sues; and financial management issues.

GAO’s work has saved the taxpayers
billions of dollars. In these tight budg-
et times to cripple the agency is penny
wise but pound foolish.

Mr. Chairman, I yield my final 1
minute to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. SYNAR], a well-known over-
sight junkie.
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Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, my col-
leagues, let us be honest about this de-
bate. This is not a debate about con-
gressional staff. The General Account-
ing Office is an independent agency.
This is not a debate about saving
money.

The General Accounting Office’s
budget is one-sixth of 1 percent of the
Department of Defense’s budget. In
fact, any one of a dozen investigations
that they will conduct this year will
more than pay for the budget that they
are doing.

What this debate is about is an ad-
ministration and executive branch and
the President that want less oversight
over the consistent mismanagement of
billions of dollars within the adminis-
tration.

If we could point to one success story
in government, it is the General Ac-
counting Office. If we could point to
one agency where we get the best bang
for the buck, it is the General Account-
ing Office.

In 1991 alone they will return $33 bil-
lion to the people of this country. By
my calculations, that is $82 back for
every $1 invested.

If you are committed to the propo-
sition that we should run government
like a business, reject the Cox amend-
ment.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, the oversight
subcommittee has had a very active agenda
over the last number of years and we have
been supported in our efforts by the work of
the General Accounting Office. We call on
GAO when we can't get the information we
need from an agency—for whatever reason—
sometimes the agency itself just hasn't col-
lected the information. We also call on GAO
when we need an assessment of the informa-
tion, independent of the agency.

Over the years, we have gotten what we
asked for. GAO has provided the data and the
independent analysis that allowed us to give
the taxpayers more value for their tax dollar.
We have used GAO’s information to get the
Customs Service to spend its money more
wisely—whether for overtime pay or managing
seized property. A year never goes by that we
don't use some GAO analysis to make it easi-
er for taxpayers to deal with IRS. And working
with GAO, we have improved the operations
of the Internal Revenue Service so that en-
forcement resources are focused where they
ought to be. Similarly, GAO has continuously
provided us information on the status of the
Resolution Trust Corporation’s operations so
we can continuously focus on whether RTC is
doing a good job resolving the multi-billion-dol-
lar savings and loan disaster. Whether it's pro-
tecting employees' pensions or making sure
that dead people dont get Social Security
checks, GAO is our source of reliable informa-
tion. It all comes back to one thing. When we
need to know what's going on in an agency to
see if they’re operating effectively, we depend
on the GAO to get us that information.
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MONEY LAUNDERING

The subcommittee on oversight has been
working to make the Department of the Treas-
ury programs more effective in addressing
money laundering and related Federal tax
evasion. GAO-developed information showed
us the income tax compliance of individuals
transacting business with more than $10,000
in cash. Similarly, GAO’s input was important
in understanding the activities of the Treas-
ury’s Office of Financial Enforcement and IRS
to ensure that financial institutions comply with
the reporting requirements of the Bank Se-
crecy Act.

IRS ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE

The oversight subcommittee, with informa-
tion and analysis provided by GAO, has em-
barked on a multiyear effort to encourage IRS
to collect taxes owed the Government. The
IRS accounts receivable inventory exceeds
$110 billion. At the subcommittee’s last hear-
ing on this topic, GAGC presented the resuilts of
an analysis of Federal contractors who also
owe Federal income taxes. GAO had a num-
ber of recommendations as to how IRS could
use Government money—in the form of Fed-
eral contract payments—to collect the taxes
these companies owed. These recommenda-
tions will save us money. GAO gave us the
same kind of helpful information last year on
IRS’ largest accounts and accounts of Federal
agencies for employment taxes. It was GAO
that recommended that the Treasury Depart-
ment simplify the payroll deposit rules that
cause so many small businesses to owe delin-
quent employment taxes—a step that Treas-
ury recently took.

IRS" BUDGET AND TAX FILING SEASON

Each year the subcommittee on oversight
reviews carefully the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice’s plans for the coming year—as embodied
in the administration’s budget request. The
subcommittee also pays careful attention to
how well IRS helps taxpayers file their tax re-
turns and processes them upon receipt. The
subcommittee relies heavily on the independ-
ent investigation and analysis provided by
GAO. When GAO said IRS was not answering
the telephone calls very accurately, IRS at first
was not convinced. After GAO worked with
IRS to develop its own test of the calls, IRS
became convinced and worked to improve its
accuracy rate.

GAO has had some success in improving
the quality of IRS correspondence. This year
the subcommititee has asked GAO to see
whether the notices are going to the right ad-
dresses and whether the many forms and
publications that taxpayers rely on are in fact
accurate. GAO's work in all these areas re-
sults in better tax administration in this coun-
try; but, even more importantly, GAO’s work
makes it easier for taxpayers to deal with IRS.

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Chairman, those of us in-
volved in overseeing this Nation's military
readiness—and | chair the subcommittee of
that name—have had frequent opportunities to
take the measure of GAO. Are its people
knowledgeable and consistently objective? Are
their reports accurate and informative? Does
their work make our work more effective?
Based on the many times my colleagues and
| have called upon GAO for information and
analysis, | would answer yes—whole-
heartedly—to each of these questions.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Four examples are worth offering:

The Defense business operation fund will
have sales in fiscal year 1993 of about $81
billion. GAQO has helped the committee and its
staff better understand how this huge and
complex undertaking is run. With GAO find-
ings in hand, we were able to cut DOD’s fiscal
year 1993 budget request for the fund by $2
billion—without in any way damaging our mili-
tars readiness.

ver the past couple of years, an enormous
opportunity to save money has become appar-
ent: DOD simply has to do a better job of in-
ventory management. At our request, GAO
continues to produce a growing body of work
on DOD's inventory management problems.
Not only have these GAO studies allowed the
committee to effect budget savings of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, but have led DOD
itself to save billions more by improving its in-
ventory management practices.

GAO has also looked into various aspects
of the drawdown of forces in Europe. Among
other things, GAO identified significant prob-
lems in the lengthy process of returning facili-
ties to the German Government—problems
that could ultimately lead to increased claims
against the United States. Acting on these
findings, we directed DOD to negotiate mile-
stones with the Germans for the return of the
facilities. In addition, GAO examined the effect
of the drawdown both on the troops involved
and on installations here in the States should
the pace of the drawdown increase.

Among other things, Operation Desert
Storm put to the test the readiness and train-
ing of our Active and Reserve Forces. At our
request, GAO studied the issue intensively,
demonstrating that, contrary to what DOD has
asserted, reserves have an important role to
p!qiy in any future contingency.

hese are, of course, just four examples
drawn from a long list of contributions that
GAOQ has made to our committee. We expect
it will make many more. It's worth noting, how-
ever, that GAO has not just impressed those
of us who oversee DOD programs, but has
impressed DOD as well. Through sheer thor-
oughness and a genuine understanding of de-
fense issues and practices, GAO has con-
vinced the Pentagon to make changes that
have saved enormous sums of money without
impairing the readiness of our forces. There is
no stronger argument, in my mind, for continu-
ing to give GAO the resources it needs to con-
tinue fulfiling the mission we have assigned it.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | strongly op-
pose this amendment, and must take issue
with those who have accused the General Ac-
counting Office of producing reports that are
inaccurate or biased.

In recent years, to assist the Subcommittee
on National Parks and Public Lands with over-
sight of the management of grazing on public
rangelands, | have asked the General Ac-
counting Office to review particular aspects of
the range management programs of the Bu-
reau of Land Management and the Forest
Service. The results of those reviews have
been the subject of a series of GAO reports.

These reports have played an important role
in congressional deliberations about range
management, including the committee’s action
on the BLM reauthorization bill last year.

Earlier this year, Resource Concepts, Inc., a
Nevada-based consulting firm, submitted a
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paper very critical of three GAO reports, in-

cluding two prepared at my request, that the

firm described as “lacking in both technical ac-
curacy and objectivity.”

Because of the seriousness of these criti-
cisms, | asked the General Accounting Office
to respond to them, and GAO has submitted
a point-by-point response.

On May 12, the Assistant Comptroller Gen-
eral testified about this response, and also
about two recent GAO reports, prepared at my
request, dealing with grazing on public lands
in hot desert areas of the Southwest and with
BLM's monitoring of grazing activities and the
extent to which data from such monitoring is
used in actual grazing-management decisions.

In my opinion, the testimony of the General
Accounting Office effectively rebutted the criti-
cisms of their reports made by the Nevada
firm.

| have only the highest regard for the pro-
fessionalism of the staff of the General Ac-
counting Office and for the quality of their
work. | am firmly convinced that those claim-
ing that the GAO is biased or that their graz-
ing or other land-management reports are not
of high quality are attempting to shoot the
messenger because of their dislike of the
message.

For information of Members, | attach the
May 12 testimony of Assistant Comptroller
General J. Dexter Peach in response to the
Nevada firm's critique and concerning the
other GAO reports recently submitted at my
request.

Furthermore the GAO has been instrumen-
tal in monitoring the status of the savings and
loan bailout progress. The GAO has prepared
numerous reports concerning the cost, admin-
istration, and information system. These is-
sues are costing the taxpayer billions of dol-
lars and the success of the Congress in our
oversight role is directly related to the quality
of such reports.

As an appointed task force chairman for a
short period without paid committee staff, |
would have been unable to do a credible job
without the professional quality work effort of
the GAO. The administration, the Resolution
Trust Corporation [RTC] is the major bene-
ficiary to such reports, and GAO expertise.
They rely as much as we to test ideas and
gain insights into what works. Hopefully the
GAO will not be co-opted in the process by
such cooperation. This amendment should be
strongly opposed.

[From the General Accounting Office—testi-
mony before the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks and Public Lands, Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs]

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT

(Statement of J. Dexter Peach, Assistant
Comptroller General, Resources, Commu-
nity, and Economic Development Division)
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub-

committee: I am pleased to be here today to

discuss our most recent work addressing the
management of the nation’s public range-
land. As you requested, my remarks today
focus primarily on three recently issued GAO
products—(1) our May 4, 1992, response to you
and 16 Senators assessing a January 1992 cri-
tique of three GAO reports on rangeland
management by a Nevada consulting firm,!

I Rangeland Ma t: A t of Nevada Con-
sulting Firm’s Critigue of Three GAO Reports (GAO/
RCED-92-1T8R, May 4, 1992).
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(2) our February 1992 report on rangeland
monitoring by the Interior Department’s Bu-
reau of Land Management (BLM)2 and (3)
our November 1991 report on BLM's manage-
ment of livestock grazing activity in the so-
called ‘*hot deserts” of the American South-
west.? Before describing the findings con-
tained in these reports, however, I believe it
would be useful to provide some perspective
on the ongoing rangeland management de-
bate and the role of our work in that debate.
BACKGROUND ON THE PUBLIC RANGELAND
MANAGEMENT DEBATE

Although the impact of livestock grazing
on the nation’s nearly 270 million acres of
public rangeland has been debated for dec-
ades, the controversy has intensified in re-
cent years and months. On the one hand,
conservationists have increasingly empha-
sized the adverse effects of livestock grazing
on the land’'s condition as well as on its pro-
ductivity for other uses and its preservation
for future generations. On the other hand,
livestock interests have strengthened their
position in defense of longstanding claims to
the control and use of the land. Some have
taken the position that grazing on federal
land is not a privilege but rather a property
right comparable to water rights and min-
eral rights.

In administering grazing activity on public
rangeland, the two land management agen-
cies—BLM and the Agriculture Department's
Forest Service—are charged with steering a
course of balanced stewardship in accordance
with the principles of multiple use and sus-
tained yield set forth in the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the
National Forest Management Act of 1976,
and reaffirmed by the Public Rangelands Im-
provement Act of 1978. Over the years, we
have issued a number of reports and testi-
monies where we expressed the view that the
agencies' performance can be improved. (See
app. I for a list of Related GAO Products.) In
particular, we have expressed the need for (1)
more aggressive enforcement of livestock
trespass regulations, (2) more comprehensive
data on land conditions and trends, (3) im-
proved performance in fulfilling resource
management planning mandates, and (4)
greater progress in restoring damaged ripar-
ian areas. In each of these reports, however,
we have also recognized that resource con-
straints have substantially hampered the
agencies’ ability to carry out their respon-
sibilities.

While the land management agencies have,
on the whole, reacted favorably to our re-
ports, various interest groups have criticized
our work. According to certain livestock in-
terests, our findings have “‘played into the
hands" of those interested in discrediting
livestock grazing on the public land. At the
same time, others have claimed that our
work has not gone far enough in exposing the
damage caused by grazing. This criticism
from both sides tends to provide support to
the independence of our work and the value
of our reports in providing decisionmakers
with objective information based on sound
analyses.

RESPONSE TO NEVADA CONSULTING FIRM'S
CRITIQUE

The most visible criticism of our public
rangeland work to date is a January 1992 re-
port A Technical Review of U.S. General Ac-

2Rangeland Management: Interior’'s Monitoring Huas
Fallen Short of Agency Requirements (GAO/RCED-92-
51, Feb. 24, 1992).

3Rangeland Ma BLM'’s Hot Desert Grazing
Program Merits Reconsideration (GAO/RCED-92-12,
Nov. 26, 1991).
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counting Office Rangeland Management and
Public Rangelands Reports 1988-1990 by a Ne-
vada consulting firm critigquing three GAO
rangeland management reports issued be-
tween June 1988 and August 1990.¢4 As we
demonstrate in our overall and point-by-
point responses to the consulting firm's re-
port, the consulting firm's critique is not
valid. After careful review, we are confident
that our work was performed with due pro-
fessional care consistent with generally ac-
cepted government auditing standards and
that our findings are well supported, our
conclusions flow logically from the facts,
and our recommendations offer reasonable
suggestions for addressing the problems we
identified.

In its critigue, the consulting firm made a
number of specific charges with respect to
each of the three GAO reports. Our written
response thoroughly addresses each of these
charges, In addition, the consulting firm
highlighted several criticisms for special em-
phasis.

With respect to our report on declining and
overstocked grazing allotments, the consult-
ing firm claimed that we created an unduly
negative picture of rangeland conditions and
placed undue emphasis on livestock over-
grazing as a cause of declining conditions.
We disagree. Our report fully disclosed the
amount of land in each land condition cat-
egory and the amount of land that was de-
clining, stable, or improving. Our report
then focused on the grazing allotments that
were declining and/or overgrazed because (1)
our analysis of range managers' responses
demonstrated that overgrazing was the most
prevalent cause of declining rangeland condi-
tions; (2) overgrazing can seriously, even per-
manently, damage the land; and (3) overgraz-
ing is a problem that the agencies can ad-
dress,

Regarding our report on riparian area res-
toration, the consulting firm asserted that
we prepared our report on the basis of selec-
tive, unverified anecdotal information that
led us to overstate the magnitude of riparian
area restoration needs. This assertion is in-
consistent with the facts. Our review in-
cluded field visits and analysis of a large por-
tion of the riparian restoration projects that
had been undertaken at that time. Further-
more, we did not limit our review to an ex-
amination of individual projects. To verify
that our findings were representative of con-
ditions on public land throughout the West,
we examined available agency riparian con-
dition inventory data and interviewed agen-
cy experts. This work showed that tens of
thousands of miles of riparian areas on pub-
lic rangeland in the West are in need of res-
toration.

Regarding our report on the federal wild
horse program, the consulting firm asserted
that we did not bring to light inadequacies
in program management because we focused
on problems relating to livestock grazing.
We disagree with this assertion. Our report
included a substantial discussion of manage-
ment problems associated with program ele-
ments that have no relationship to livestock
grazing, including the wild horse adoption
program, wild horse sanctuary operations,
and the prison halter training program. We
devoted substantially more discussion to

48ee Rangeland M, : Mo P 4
on ' Declining and Overstocked Grozing Allotments
(GAO/RCED-88-80, June 10, 1988), Public Rangelands:
Some Riparian Areas Restored but Widespread Improve-
ment Will Be Slow (GAO/RCED-88-105, June 30, 1988),
and Rangeland Manag t: Impro ts Needed in
Federal Wild Horse Program (GAORCED-90-110, Aug.
20, 1990).

re Emphasis Need.
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these issues than to the comparative effects
of wild horses and domestic livestock on
range conditions. We discussed livestock
grazing in our report because during our
work it became clear that unsatisfactory
range conditions cannot be widely improved
by concentrating on wild horse management
alone.

While we believe our reports stand on their
own merits, it is important to note that a
number of others have issued reports or
reached conclusions similar to those we pre-
sented. These include those by or for Interi-
or's Inspector General, Board of Land Ap-
peals, Wild Horse and Burro Advisory Board,
Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation; the Environmental
Protection Agency; the President's Council
on Environmental Quality; and the Bonne-
ville Power Administration. The State of Ne-
vada's Department of Wildlife has also com-
mented favorably on the gquality of our work.

Likewise, both BLM and the Forest Serv-
ice have recognized the need to address the
issues raised in our reports and are taking
actions to implement many of our rec-
ommendations. For example, in following up
on our report on declining and overstocked
allotments, the Forest Service has found
that nearly one out of every four grazing al-
lotments in its six western regions is consid-
ered to be in a declining condition and/or
overstocked—a level that is consistent with
the data cited in our report—and has devel-
oped a detailed action plan for addressing
the problem allotments, Similarly, in a De-
cember 11, 1991, letter to GAO, the Director
of BLM characterized our report on riparian
area management as ‘‘one of GAO's more
comprehensive and expert studies of a very
relevant issue.”

In contrast to our reports, the consulting
firm's critique contains little factual data to
substantiate its assertions. Instead, the cri-
tigue misrepresents our reports’ findings to
support its positions and challenges the
manner in which we presented the facts and
the implications we drew from them.

REPORT ON BLM'S RANGELAND MONITORING

Our February 1992 report followed up on
the recommendations in our June 1988 report
on declining and overstocked grazing allot-
ments. Both reports pointed out that mon-
itoring of allotment conditions is a key com-
ponent of BLM's grazing management re-
sponsibilities. Monitoring on a continuous
basis is needed to ensure that existing graz-
ing levels and practices are consistent with
the land's ability to sustain the activity. If
monitoring indicates that overgrazing is oc-
curring, BLM managers are responsible for
reducing authorized grazing to a sustainable
level. Under current BLM policy, all grazing
level adjustment are required to be based on
monitoring data accumulated over several
years. In accordance with this policy, BLM
established a 5-year time frame-beginning
with the issuance of the relevant grazing en-
vironmental impact statement—to conduct
the necessary monitoring and implement a
grazing decision establishing an appropriate
grazing level for each allotment. At the time
of our review, this deadline had passed on
about 14,500 of BLM's 22,500 allotments.

Our review of BLM's performance showed
that BLM had completed the required mon-
itoring and issued a decision on appropriate
grazing levels for only about 20 percent of
the 14,500 allotments covered by environ-
mental impact statements issued more than
5 years ago. It had not monitored about 7,200
allotments at all. For the allotments that it
had monitored, it had generally not analyzed
the data and decided on the appropriate graz-
ing levels.
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Our May 1991 report on the Forest Serv-
ice’s monitoring performance presented
strikingly similar findings.> Our findings in
these two reports as well as those in a num-
ber of other GAO reports on both BLM's and
the Forest Service's range management pro-
grams are linked by a common thread: the
performance weaknesses we have observed
are in large measure a result of resource con-
straints; the agencies do not have sufficient
staffing and funding to perform all the man-
agement tasks necessary to effectively ad-
minister the current level of grazing activ-
ity. If the agencies' performance is to be de-
monstrably improved, our reports concluded
that a better balance between the level of
grazing activity and the resources available
to administer it is needed.

In this context, our February 1992 report
asked the Congress to consider (1) reducing
the scope of the existing grazing program or
(2) funding an increase in BLM's range man-
agement resources. Among the options for
offsetting the additional required appropria-
tions would be to increase federal grazing
fees.

GRAZING ON BLM LAND IN THE HOT DESERTS

In our November 1991 report on grazing ac-
tivity on the public land in the hot deserts of
the Southwest, we reached a similar conclu-
sion.® Livestock grazing occurs on almost 20
million acres of BLM land in America’s hot
deserts—some of the most unproductive, yet
environmental fragile, land in the country.
We found that current livestock grazing ac-
tivity risks long-term environmental dam-
age while generating minimal economic ben-
efits and grazing fee revenues that are not
sufficient to provide for adequate manage-
ment. We found evidence of damage caused
by livestock grazing on BLM land as well as
evidence of livestock grazing's adverse im-
pact on several species. Some damaged land
may take decades to recover if it recovers at
all.

We also found that BLM lacks the staff re-
sources needed to collect and evaluate data
measuring the impact of livestock grazing on
many desert allotments. Without these data,
BLM is not in a position to assess livestock
usage of desert allotments and change usage
as needed. Overall, because livestock grazing
on BLM’'s hot desert land poses a high risk to
the environment and costs more to manage
than it returns to the federal government,
we questioned the merits of the activity as it
is currently conducted. Our report offered
several options for the Congress to consider
if'it chooses to alter the program. Consistent
with our more recent report on rangeland
monitoring, these options include providing
BLM with more resources or reducing the
scope of desert grazing activity.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared
statement. At this time, I would like to sub-
mit for the record a copy of our response to
the Nevada consulting firm's critique as well
as our reports on BLM allotment monitoring
and management of hot desert grazing activ-
ity. I would also be pleased to respond to any
questions you or members of the Sub-
committee may have.

APPENDIX I: RELATED GAO PRODUCTS

Rangeland Management: BLM's Hot Desert
Grazing Program Merits Reconsideration (GAQ/
RCED-92-12, Nov, 26, 1991).

5 See Rangeland Management: Forest Service Not En-
Jforcing Needed Monitoring of Grazing Allotments (GAO/
RCED-91-148, May 16, 1991).

& The ‘“hot deserts"” encompass the; Mojave,
Sonoran, and Chihshuan deserts. BLM manages land
in these deserts in portions of California, Nevada,
Utah, Arizona, and New Mexico.

Rangeland Management: Comparison of
Rangeland Condition Reports (GAO/RCED-91-
191, July 18, 1991).

Rangeland Management: Current Formula
Keeps Grazing Fees Low (GAO/RCED-91-
185BR, June 11, 1991). L

Public Land Management: Attention to Wild-
life is Limited (GAO/RCED-91-64, Mar. 7, 1991).

Rangeland Management: BLM Efforts to Pre-
vent Unauthorized Livestock Grazing Need
Strengthening (GAO/RCED-91-17, Dec. T, 1990).

Public Lands: Limited Progress in Resource
Management Planning (GAO/RCED-90-225,
Sept. 27, 1990).

Rangeland Ma t: Impro ts Need-

ed in Federal Wild Horse Program (GAO/RCED-
90-110, Aug:. 20, 1990).

California Desert: Planned Wildlife Protection
and Enhancement Objectives Not Achieved
(GAO/RCED-89-1T1, June 23, 1989).

Public Rangelands: Some Riparian Areas Re-
stored but Widespread Improvement Will Be
Slow (GAO/RCED-88-105, June 30, 1988).

Rangeland Management: More Emphasis
Needed on Declining and Overstocked Grazing
Allotments (GAO/RCED-88-80, June 10, 1968).

Rangeland Management: Grazing Lease Ar-
rangements of Bureau of Land Management
Pgéswm (GAO/RCED-86-168BR, May 30,
1986).

Public Land Management: Issues Related to
the Reauthorization of the Bureau of Land
Management (GAO/T-RCED-91-20, Mar. 12,
1991).

Management of the Public Lands by the Bu-
reaw of Land Management and the U.S. Forest
Service (GAO/T-RCED-90-24, Feb. 6, 1990).

Shortfalls in BLM's Management of Wildlife
Habitat in the California Desert Conservation
Area (GAO/T-RCED-80-1, Oct. 2, 1989).

Change in Approach Needed to Improve the
Bureau of Land Management's Oversight of
Public Lands (GAO/T-RCED-8%-23, Apr. 11,
1989).

Management of Public Rangelands by the Bu-
reau of Land Management GAO/'T-RCED-88-58,
Aug. 2, 1988).

Restoring Degraded Riparian Areas on West-
ern Rangelands (GAO/T-RCED-88-20, Mar. 1,
1988).

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Cox].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it,

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 134, noes 292,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 226]

AYES—134
Allard Coble Fawell
Allen Coleman (MO) Fields
Archer Combest Fish .
Armey Cox (CA) Ford (TN)
Baker Crane Franks (CT)
Ballenger Cunningham Gallegly
Barrett Dannemeyer Gekas
Barton Delay Gillmor
Bereuter Dickinson Gingrich
Bilirakis Doolittle Goodling
Bliley Dornan (CA) Goss
Boehner Dreier Grandy
Bunning D Gunderson
Burton Early Hancock
Callahan Edwards (OK) Hansen
Camp Emerson Hastert
Campbell (CA) Erdreich Hefley
Chandler Ewing Henry
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Herger Miller (WA)
Hobson Molinari
Holloway Moorhead
Hopkins Murphy
Hunter Myers
Hyde Nichols
Inhofe Nussle
James Oxley
Johnson (CT) Packard
Johnson (TX) Paxon
Klug Petri
Eolbe Porter
Kyl Pursell
Lagomarsino Quillen
Lewis (CA) Ramstad
Lewis (FL) Rhodes
Lightfoot Ridge
Livingston Riggs
Marlenee Rinaldo
Martin Roberts
McCandless Rogers
McCollum Rohrabacher
McCrery Ros-Lehtinen
McEwen Santorum
MeMillan (NC) Saxton
Meyers Schaefer
Miller (OH) Schulze
NOES—292
Abercrombie Dooley
Ackerman Dorgan (ND)
Alexander Downey
Anderson Durbin
Andrews (ME) Dwyer
Andrews (NJ) Eckart
Andrews (TX) Edwards (CA)
Annunzio Edwards (TX)
Anthony Engel
Applegate English
Aspin Ezpy
Atkins Evans
AuCoin Fasecell
Bacchus Fazio
Barnard Feighan
Bateman Flake
Beilenson Foglietta
Bennett Ford (MI)
Bentley Frank (MA)
Berman Frost
Bevill Gallo
Bilbray Gaydos
Blackwell Gejdenson
Boehlert Gephardt
Borski Geren
Boxer Gilchrest
Brewster Gilman
Brooks Glickman
Broomfield Gonzalez
Browder Gordon
Brown Gradison
Bruce Green
Bryant Guarini
Bustamante Hall (OH)
Byron Hall (TX)
Campbell (CO) Hamilton
Cardin Hammerschmidt
Carper Harris
Carr Hatcher
Chapman Hayes (IL)
Clay Hayes (LA)
Clement Hertel
Clinger Hoagland
Coleman (TX) Hochbrueckner
Collins (IL) Horn
Collins (MI) Horton
Condit Houghton
Conyers Hoyer
Cooper Hubbard
Costello Huckaby
Coughlin Hughes
Cox (IL) Hutto
Coyne Ireland
Cramer Jacobs
Darden Jelfferson
Davis Jenkins
de la Garza Johnson (SD)
DeFazio Johnston
DeLauro Jones (NC)
Dellums Jontz
Derrick Kanjorski
Dicks Kaptur
Dingell Kasich
Dixon Kennedy
Donnelly Kennelly
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Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen

Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Solomon
Stearns
Stump
Sundquist
Taylor (NC)
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (WY)
Torricelli
Upton
Vander Jagt
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh

Weber
Weldon
Whitten
Wylie

Zeliff
Zimmer

Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
Kopetski
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Leach
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lloyd

Long
Lowey (NY)
Luken
Machtley
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
McDermott
McGrath
McHugh
MeMillen (MD)
Mfume
Michel
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moran
Morella
Morrison
Mrazek
Murtha
Nagle
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Owens (NY)
Owens (UT)
Pallone
Panetta
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Parker Sabo Synar
Pastor Sanders Tallon
P angmeist Tanner
Payne (NJ) Sarpalius Tauzin
Payne (VA) Savage Taylor (MS)
Pease Sawyer Thomas (GA)
Pelosi Scheuer Thornton
Penny Schiff Torres
Perkins Schroeder Towns
Peterson (FL) Serrano Traficant
Peterson (MN) Sharp Unsoeld
Pickett Shays Valentine
Pickle Sikorski Vento
Poshard Sisisky Visclosky
Price Skaggs Volkmer
Rahall Skelton Washington
Rangel Slattery Waters
Ravenel Slaughter Waxman
Ray Smith (FL) Welss
Reed Smith (I1A) Wheat
Regula Snowe Williams
Richardson Solarz Wilson
Ritter Spence Wise
Roe Spratt Wolf
Roemer Staggers Waolpe
Rose Stallings Wyden
Rostenkowski Stark Yates
Roth Stenholm Yatron
Roukema Stokes Young (AK)
Rowland Studds Young (FL)
Roybal Swett
Russo Swift

NOT VOTING—8
Bonior Jones (GA) Schumer
Dymally Lowery (CA) Traxler
Hefner McNulty
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Messrs. NAGLE, MFUME, TALLON,
LENT, and STENHOLM changed their
vote from **aye’ to ““no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III—-GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. No part of the funds appropriated
in this Act shall be used for the maintenance
or care of private vehicles, except for emer-
gency assistance and cleaning as may be pro-
vided under regulations relating to parking
facilities for the House of Representatives is-
sued by the Committee on House Adminis-
tration and for the Senate issued by the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

SEC. 302. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 303. Whenever any office or position
not specifically established by the Legisla-
tive Pay Act of 1929 is appropriated for here-
in or whenever the rate of compensation or
designation of any position appropriated for
herein is different from that specifically es-
tablished for such position by such Act, the
rate of compensation and the designation of
the position, or either, appropriated for or
provided herein, shall be the permanent law
with respect thereto: Provided, That the pro-
visions herein for the various items of offi-
cial expenses of Members, officers, and com-
mittees of the Senate and House, and clerk
hire for Senators and Members shall be the
permanent law with respect thereto.

SEC. 34. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection., except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.
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SEC. 305. (a) The Architect of the Capitol,
in consultation with the heads of the agen-
cies of the legislative branch, shall develop
an overall plan for satisfying the tele-
communications requirements of such agen-
cies, using a common system architecture
for maximum interconnection capability and
engineering compatibility. The plan shall be
subject to joint approval by the Committee
on House Administration of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Rules
and Administration of the Senate, and, upon
approval, shall be communicated to the
Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate. No part of any
appropriation in this Act or any other Act
shall be used for acquisition of any new or
expanded telecommunications system for an
agency of the legislative branch, unless, as
determined by the Architect of the Capitol,
the acquisition is in conformance with the
plan, as approved.

(b) As used in this section—

(1) the term ‘“‘agency of the legislative
branch™ means the Office of the Architect of
the Capitol, the Botanic Garden, the General
Accounting Office, the Government Printing
Office, the Library of Congress, the Office of
Technology Assessment, and the Congres-
sional Budget Office; and

(2) the term ‘“‘telecommunications system’
means an electronic system for voice, data,
or image communication, including any as-
sociated cable and switching equipment.

(¢) This section shall apply with respect to

fiscal years beginning after September 30,
1992,
Amendment considered as adopted in the
House and in the Committee of the Whole,
pursuant to section 2 of House Resolution
499:

On page M, strike line 17, beginning with
“Notwithstanding"” through line 20, ending
with “‘amounts” and insert in lieu thereof
“Amounts’,

On page 34, insert on line 3 after ‘‘use’ the
following: **: Provided, That no such amounts
may be transferred before the date of the en-
actment of an Act authorizing the use of
funds for that purpose™.

SEC. 306. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, and subject to approval by the
Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate, amounts may
be transferred from the appropriation *‘Li-
brary of Congress, Salaries and expenses’’ to
the appropriation ‘‘Architect of the Capitol,
Library buildings and grounds, Structural
and mechanical care’ for the purpose of pur-
chase, rental, lease, or other agreement, of
storage and warehouse space for use by the
Library of Congress during fiscal year 1993,
and to incur incidental expenses in connec-
tion with such use.

SEc. 307. The amounts deposited in the ac-
count established by section 312(d)(1)) of the
Legislative Branch Appropriations Act, 1992
(40 U.S.C. 184g(d)(1)) shall be available for
salaries and expenses of the House of Rep-
resentatives Child Care Center without fiscal
year limitation, subject to the approval of
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives.

SEC. 308. (a) Section 316(a) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1990 as so
redesignated by section 311(h)3) of the Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations Act, 1991 (39
U.S.C. 3210 note) is amended—

(1) in the matter before paragraph (1), by
striking out “‘or a Member of the House of
Representatives’; and

(2) in paragraphs (1) and (2), by striking
out “‘or Member" each place it appears.
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(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall take effect on October 1, 1992.

SEC. 309. (a) Section 3210 of title 89, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(7), by striking out “‘of
the Member, except’ and all that follows
through the end of subparagraph (B) and in-
serting in lieu thereof “‘from which the Mem-
ber was elected.””; and

(2) in subsection (d)(1), by striking out *‘de-
ivery—" and all that follows through the
end of subparagraph (B) and inserting in lieu
thereof *‘delivery within that area constitut-
ing the congressional district or State from
which the Member was elected.".

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall take effect on October 1, 1992.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMAS OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment made
in order under the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. THOMAS of Cali-
fornia.

Page 35, line 22, strike out ‘“‘October 1,
1992 and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘the date of
the enactment of this Act".

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM-
As] will be recognized for 5 minutes,
and a Member opposed will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS of California.
Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, section 309 of the Leg-
islative Appropriations Act of 1993 is,
in essence, H.R. 4104, which I intro-
duced along with a number of cospon-
sors on January 22. On January 28 the
bill was jointly referred to the Com-
mittees on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice and House Administration. This bill
sought to deny Members franked mass
mailings to people who are outside
their congressional districts and to
prohibit House allowances paying for
such mailings.

The committees of jurisdiction would
not consider the bill in the orderly
process of legislative hearings. On
April 8, on a motion to recommit to
conference, this House, using the con-
tent of H.R. 4104 as its vehicle, voted
408 to 8 for the provision in front of us.

The specific amendment that is of-
fered changes the October 1, 1992, effec-
tive date, which I believe to have been
a clerical error by staff establishing a
boilerplate October 1 date for each of
these provisions. The amendment
would restore to the agreement, as I
understand it, in the Legislative Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, to ‘‘date of
enactment.”

The amendment changes October 1,
1992, to “‘date of enactment.”” We have
already delayed too long. This makes it
possible as soon as possible from a stat-
utory point of view.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr.
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Mr. THOMAS of California. I yield to
the chairman of the subcommittee, the

gentleman from  California, [Mr.
FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. I just wanted to indicate
that it is my understanding of the
Thomas amendment is that in chang-
ing the effective date of the section, it
does not attempt to be retroactive, or
to create some period of uncertainty
about the law. That is, the Thomas
amendment will take effect on the date
of enactment of this bill into law, and
will not change the law retroactively,
nor make the law uncertain in the pe-
riod until that effective date.

There may be Members who have not
yet mailed their annual gquestionnaires
and similar mailings. They will want
the law to be clear as to what they can
or cannot do as of a particular date,
and will not want to be in an uncertain
area about what the law provides or
whether the law is changing on them
retroactively.

For this reason I am glad the Thomas
amendment would make a clear
change, drawing a bright line, prospec-
tively rather than retroactively, effec-
tive on the date of enactment of this
bill.

Is that correct?

Mr. THOMAS of California. That is
correct. Members have been mailing on
borrowed time long enough, and this
does provide a date specific, a date cer-
tain, whenever it passes.

Mr. FAZIO. If the gentleman would
yield further, I am pleased that we can
finally put into effect something we
voted on twice during the session.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON], who
has from the very beginning shared
concern about this portion of the law.
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment of the gentleman from California
[Mr. THOMAS]. This is a very good
amendment. I want to commend the
gentleman for continuing to raise this
issue.

Mr. Chairman, it is fairly straight-
forward. Every Member of Congress, as
a Member, has a right to mail mass
mailings to his existing congressional
district, to stay in touch with those
constituents. This is an honorable
practice, the traditional practice. In
redistricting years, unfortunately, we
have adopted the practice of allowing
Members to mail outside their existing
districts, and in my opinion that is a
taxpayer financed, indirect way to
campaign at taxpayer expense.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
THOMAS] has tried continually to end
that practice. He has succeeded in get-
ting this in the campaign finance bill

that is going nowhere. He has suc-
ceeded in getting it into this bill that
is going into law, and what this amend-
ment does is set a date certain.

The paragraph that is in the pending
bill says: October. Well, Mr. Chairman,
that is too late. We are not going to
save any money. By October we are
near the election in November, so we
would basically continue to mail out-
side the district up until the election.
This amendment says July 15, I be-
lieve, or when the bill becomes law,
and that has real teeth.

So, Mr. Chairman, I think we should
support it. I think we should end the
somewhat hypocritical practice of
mailing outside our districts for no
other reason than to get higher I.D.,
and we should begin to practice what
we preach, which is fiscal accountabil-
ity and real reform.

I thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. THOMAS] for offering this
amendment and urge its adoption.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, just briefly in closing, the
amendment does say date of enact-
ment, but I want to put the Members
on notice that section 2 of the bill di-
rects the Committee on House Admin-
istration to administratively refuse to
pay for those mass mailings that are
outside the district, and at the next
full meeting of the Committee on
House Administration I will seek a
date certain of mid-July, July 15, so
that we can end this practice even
sooner than waiting for this statute to
become law.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 417, noes 2,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 227]

AYES—17
Abercrombie Bentley Camp
Allard Bereut C bell (CA)
Allen Berman Campbell (CO)
Anderson Bevill Cardin
Andrews (ME) Bilbray Carper
Andrews (NJ) Bilirakis Carr
Andrews (TX) Blackwell Chandler
Annunzio Bliley Chapman
Anthony Boehlert Clay
FEanEE T cl
Archer Borski Clinger
Armey Boucher Coble
Aspin Boxer Coleman (MO)
Atkins Brewster Coleman (TX)
AuCoin Broomfield Collins (IL)
Bacchus Browder Collins (MI)
Baker Brown Combest
Ballenger Bruce Condit
Barnard Bryant Conyers
Barrett Bunning Cooper
Barton Burton Costello
Bateman Bustamante Coughlin
Beilenson Byron Cox (CA)
Bennett Callahan Cox (IL)
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Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cunningham
Dannemeyer
Darden
Davis

de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Derrick
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dooley
Doolittle
Dorgan (ND)
Dornan (CA)
Downey
Dreier
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer

Ewing
Fascell
Fawell
Fazio
Feighan
Fields
Fish
Flake
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Frost
Gallegly
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Gradison
Grandy
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hancock
Hansen
Harris
Hastert
Hatcher
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)
Hefley
Henry
Herger
Hertel
Hoagland
Hobson
Hochbrueckner
Holloway
Hopkins
Horn
Horton
Houghton
Hoyer

Hubbard Natcher
Huckaby Neal (MA)
Hughes Neal (NC)
Hunter Nichols
Hutto Nowak
Inhofe Nussle
Ireland Oakar
Jacobs Oberstar
James Obey
Jefferson Olver
Jenkins Ortiz
Johnson (CT) Orton
Johnson (SD) Owens (NY)
Johnson (TX) Owens (UT)
Johnston Oxley
Jones (NC) Packard
Jontz Pallone
Eanjorski Panetta
Kaptur Parker
Kasich Pastor
Kennedy Patterson
Kennelly Paxon
Kildee Payne (NJ)
Kleczka Payne (VA)
Klug Pease
Kolbe Pelosi
Kolter Penny
Kopetski Perkins
Eost r P (FL)
Eyl Peterson (MN)
LaFalce Petri
Lagomarsino Pickett
Lancaster Pickle
Lantos Porter
LaRocco Poshard
Laughlin Price
Leach Pursell
Lehman (CA) Quillen
Lehman (FL) Ramstad
Lent Rangel
Levin (MI) Ravenel
Levine (CA) Ray

Lewis (CA) Reed

Lewis (FL) Regula
Lewis (GA) Rhodes
Lightfoot Richardson
Lipinski Ridge
Livingston Riggs
Lloyd Rinaldo
Long Ritter
Lowery (CA) Roberts
Lowey (NY) Roe

Luken Roemer
Machtley Rogers
Manton Rohrabacher
Markey Ros-Lehtinen
Marlenee Rose
Martin Rostenkowski
Martinez Roth
Matsul Roukema
Mavroules Rowland
Mazzoli Roybal
McCandless Russo
McCloskey Sabo
McCollum Sanders
McCrery Bangmeister
McCurdy Santorum
McDade Sarpalius
McDermott Savage
McEwen Sawyer
McGrath Saxton
McHugh Schaefer
MeMillan (NC) Scheuer
McMillen (MD) Schiff
Meyers Schroeder
Mfume Schulze
Michel Sensenbrenner
Miller (CA) Serrano
Miller (OH) Sharp
Miller (WA) Shaw
Mineta Shays
Mink Shuster
Moakley Sikorski
Molinari Sisisky
Mollohan Skaggs
Montgomery Skeen
Moody Skelton
Moorhead Slattery
Moran Slaughter
Morella Smith (FL)
Morrison Smith (IA)
Mrazek Smith (NJ)
Murphy Smith (OR)
Murtha Smith (TX)
Myers Snowe
Nagle Solarz
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Solomon Taylor (NC) Waters
Spence Thomas (CA) Weber
Spratt Thomas (GA) Weiss
Staggers Thomas (WY) Weldon
Stallings Thornton Wheat
Stark Torres Whitten
Stearns Torricelll Williams
Stenholm Towns Wilson
Stokes Traficant Wise
Studds Unsoeld Wolf
Stump Upton Wolpe
Sundquist Valentine Wyden
Swett Vander Jagt Wylie
Swift Vento Yates
Synar Visclosky Yatron
Tallon Volkmer Young (AK)
Tanner Vucanovich Young (FL)
Tauzin Walker Zeliff
Taylor (MS) Walsh Zimmer
NOES—2
Rahall Washington
NOT VOTING—15
Ackerman English McNulty
Alexander Gaydos Olin
Bonior Hefner Schumer
Brooks Hyde Traxler
Dymally Jones (GA) Waxman
0O 1753

Mr. DWYER of New Jersey changed
his vote from “‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 310. Effective November 5, 1990, sec-
tion 106(a) of Public Law 101-520 is amended
by striking out *‘(a) The” and inserting in
lieu thereof “‘Section 9 of the'".

SEC. 311. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used to carry out
the provisions of subsections (b)(1) and (b)(3)
of section 5 of Public Law 100-480, approved
October 7, 1988, as those provisions relate to
interior security of the Federal Judiciary
Building.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GEKAS

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GEKAS: PAGE 35,
AFTER LINE 5, INSERT THE FOLLOWING NEW SEC-

TION:

SEC. 312. Bection 313 of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 439a) is
amended by striking out ‘“‘may be'' the first
place it appears and all that follows through
the end of the section and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘shall, when the individual ceases to
hold Federal office, as determined by the in-
dividual—

*(1) be submitted to the Secretary of the
Treasury for deposit in the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts;

*/(2) be contributed to any organization de-
scribed in section 170(c) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986;

**(3) be returned to the persons who made
the contributions;

‘‘(4) be transferred without limitation to
any national, State, or local committee of
any political party; or

*(6) be contributed to an authorized com-
mittee of a candidate for Federal, State, or
local office, within the limits provided for by
law.”.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a
point of order on the gentleman’s
amendment and wish that he would ex-
plain it to the Members.
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The CHAIRMAN. The ' gentleman
from California reserves a point of
order on the amendment.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. GEKAS] is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as'I many consume.

Mr. Chairman, at a moment in the
history of the Congress of the United
States when esteem by the public is at
its lowest ebb, when reform!is the key
word of the day, I offer this amend-
ment to this legislation to help restore
some of the integrity which we have so
fleetingly lost in this Chamber.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would
end the life of the grandfather clause
which protects those individuals who,
having become Members before 1980
and who will retire before 1993, to pro-
hibit them from converting the unused
campaign funds to their personal use.

The amendment would provide that
those individuals would have a perfect
right to return the money to the con-
tributors, to forward it to some charity
of their choosing, to give it to some po-
litical entity dear to their hearts, but
under no circumstances to convert it
to one’'s personal use. These funds were
contributed for a specific purpose, Mr.
Chairman, to aid that individual in at-
taining a political office. And it should
be used for those purposes primarily or
for those purposes that are as close to
that as possible when someone retires
with unused campaign funds.

This legislation, the main legislation
has several items in it, Mr. Chairman,
The gentleman from California and
others will agree that the bill has pro-
visions in it which go to the reform of
this institution: the mailings, the fees,
the gym, et cetera. If any one of those
provisions would have been the one to
be offered here in the form of an
amendment, we are wondering would
the gentleman from California be re-
serving a point of order.

In other words, Mr. Chairman, this
amendment of mine fits perfectly into
the pattern, that the bill itself is legis-
lating in an appropriations bill to ac-
complish those measures of reform.
That is why I am asking that in the
final analysis that the Chair rule that
this amendment is in order.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZIO] wish to be
heard on his point of order?

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply say that the Committee on
Rules has made distinctions between
those which they protected and which
they did not. This clearly is not in the
protected category, and I would indi-
cate to the chairman that while many,
many Members of this body are not at
all affected by the grandfather clause
and while many who are covered by it
have made public their decision not to
exercise it or have, by their decision to
seek reelection, made themselves ineli-
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gible to utilize it, it is important that
we keep faith with the Ethics Reform
Act which was passed overwhelmingly
in this body several years ago.

Mr. Chairman, 1 make a point of
order against the amendment because
it proposes to change existing law and
constitutes legislation in an appropria-

tions bill and, therefore, violates
clause 2 of rule XXI.
0 1800
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, a point of
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] wish to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. GEKAS. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do.
Is there time available to debate the
point of order undertaken by the gen-
tleman?

The CHAIRMAN. Within the Chair’'s
discretion, the gentleman is recognized
to debate the point of order.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, the point
of order that has been exercised is the
one to which I made my previous re-
marks, that it is legislating, if I am
correct, that it is legislating in an ap-
propriations bill. If that is the stem of
the point of order, then I submit,
again, for the record, that standing
alone, any one of a dozen provisions in
this legislative appropriations bill that
is before us, had it exchanged places
with me and with this amendment,
would be subject to the same point of
order.

The inquiry that I want to make is if
indeed any part of the bill, standing
alone, would be subject to this point of
order, would not mine then be in order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will re-
spond that the rule waived certain
points of order against provisions in
the bill, but not against all amend-
ments, and the rule was adopted by the
House. The Chair is prepared to rule.

Mr. GEKAS. I understand. I made a
point of parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair will con-
tinue that the rule did not exempt this
amendment from a point of order.

Does any other Member wish to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, 1 wish
to be heard on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia.

Mr, WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if I un-
derstand correctly, the rule did in fact
allow certain amendments to be
brought forward on the floor. The rule
specifically named amendments. It
seems to me that what the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZIO] wishes to
do is now step in and suggest that what
the Committee on Rules put forward in
terms of the specific amendments do
not constitute appropriate amend-
ments on the floor because of its legis-
lating in an appropriations bill.

On the other hand, the committee did
say, I think the language was ‘‘amend-
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ments 1 and 9. Some could put an in-
terpretation on that, that that meant
the entire scope of the amendments
that were listed in the bill, of amend-
ments 1 through 9. I think that of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS] is one of those amendments,
and therefore does deserve the protec-
tion that was accorded by the rule, and
it should be allowed to be made in
order.

It seems to me that the intent here
was, if I understood the Committee on
Rules when they were on the floor ear-
lier, was that these amendments were
all to be considered on the floor. It was
clear to me that the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. DERRICK], who
brought the rule to the floor, said over
and over again that they were allowing
11 amendments to be offered. He spe-
cifically made reference to the fact of
the amendments brought to the floor,
that 11 were set aside for consideration
on the floor. Then there is a specific
clause in there that relates to these
specific amendments.

As I say, there are two interpreta-
tions. One interpretation is that it
means only amendment 1 and amend-
ment 9. However, when the staff of the
Committee on Rules on our side origi-
nally read that rule, they believed,
based upon what they had heard in the
Committee on Rules, that it meant all
nine of the amendments.

It is evidently the contention of the
gentleman that instead, only two of
the amendments of those nine are
being offered. So it seems to me the
Chairman has a ruling here. The Chair-
man has to rule whether or not all nine
amendments were protected, or wheth-
er only two of the nine were protected.
The Chairman has to rule based upon,
then, what the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] represented on
the floor earlier today, and the rep-
resentation of the gentleman from
South Carolina who brought the rule to
the floor earlier today was that all 11
of the amendments were supposed to be
considered by the House.

Therefore, one assumes that this one
through nine was in fact an entire
scope of amendments, not just two.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will re-
spond. The Chair is constrained by the
language of the resolution adopted by
the House, line 25, **All points of order
under clause 2 of rule XXI against
amendments in the report numbered 1
and 9 are waived."

The Chair is prepared to rule on the
point of order of the gentleman from
California [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would
insist on my point of order. I appre-
ciate the Chair's use of the word
1nand‘|!

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, a further
parliamentary inguiry. Maybe I did not
make myself clear. I believe this re-
quires a ruling by the Chair prelimi-
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nary to the point of order that has been
fashioned by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FAZIO].

What my parliamentary inquiry is, is
if this amendment of mine parallels in
purpose and in scope and even in lan-
guage a paragraph already in as part of
the bill, where the bill is patently an
appropriation bill, and yet there are
legislative provisions in that bill, ei-
ther my bill is in order or the entire
bill is out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
again respond that the Chair is con-
strained by the adoption of the rule
earlier today by the House on which
only certain points of order against
amendments 1 and 9 were waived.

Mr. GEKAS. As a point of parliamen-
tary inquiry, is the Chair saying to me
that the rule as fashioned overrules
any further consideration of the con-
tent of the rule?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has ear-
lier ruled twice during consideration of
amendments in the Committee of the
Whole that two other amendments
which were offered by a different gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania were in fact
legislation on an appropriation bill in
violation of the rules of the House, and
were not given waivers by the rule that
was adopted by the House.

The Chair is restrained by the rule
that was adopted by the House.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California [Mr. Fazio] insist on
his point of order?

Mr. FAZIO. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly do.

The CHAIRMAN [Mr. DONNELLY]. The
gentleman from California makes the
point of order that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania violates clause 2 of rule XXI
by proposing legislation on a general
appropriation bill.

The gentleman’s amendment simply
and directly amends the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971. As such it
proposes legislation and does not mere-
ly perfect provisions in the bill.

The point of order is sustained.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inguiry. I think the
Chair just ruled this violates clause 2
of rule XX. I know of no violation of
clause 2 of rule XX that would be in-
volved here.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re-
spond, The Chair said rule XXI.

Mr, WALKER. 1 believe the Chair
said rule XX.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ruling
under rule XXI.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair for
that direction. That does make it a lit-
tle easier to understand.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, ordi-
narily I would entertain thoughts of
appealing this ruling. However, I am
constrained to put on the record that
as a lawyer and as a Member of this
House, I do believe that the Chair’s rul-
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ing is within the parameters of propri-
ety. However, I still believe that the
point that I made about an amendment
paralleling provisions in the bill makes
it in order. I will not appeal the ruling
of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 8 printed in
House Report 102-609.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF TEXAS

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Texas:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last
section (preceding the short title) the follow-
ing new section:

SEc. . Each appropriation made by this
Act (other than for official mail costs, offi-
cial expenses of Members, and standing com-
mittees, special and select) is hereby reduced
by an amount equal to 10 percent of the por-
tion of such appropriation that is provided
for in object classifications 21 (travel and
transportation of persons), 22 (transpor-
tation of things), 23 (rental payments, com-
munications, utilities, and miscellaneous
charges), 24 (printing and reproduction), 25
(other services), and 26 (supplies and mate-
rials).

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a
point of order on the gentleman’s
amendment, and look forward to his
explanation.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH] will
be recognized for 10 minutes, and a
Member opposed to the amendment
will be recognized for 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the point of this
amendment is to cut overhead spending
within the legislative branch of the
Government by 10 percent, and by over-
head spending, I am talking about such
items as travel, supplies, and printing.
These are common sense cuts. We are
not talking about one person losing his
job, we are not talking about cutting
one program. What we are talking
about is saving the American taxpayer
$43 million.

Mr. Chairman, over the last 20 years
Government spending in the overhead
category has increased at almost twice
the inflation rate. It now has swollen
to the point where overhead spending
comprises almost one-third of the Fed-
eral budget.

To my knowledge, it has never been
specifically targeted before, never been
scrutinized before, and that is what
this amendment attempts to do.

Mr. Chairman, there is grassroots
support for this amendment. It has
been endorsed by the Citizens Against
Government Waste, and the National
Taxpayers Union as well.
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Mr. Chairman, my intent is to over
the course of the summer offer a num-
ber of similar amendments to other ap-
propriation bills. But I think it is im-
portant to start with the legislative
appropriation bill in order for us to set
an example. This House will have more
credibility if we seek to control our
own Government overhead costs before
we seek to control the costs say of the
executive branch.

This amendment, Mr. Chairman, to
explain how it works, reduces the over-
head spending by 10 percent in six ob-
ject classifications. And what I am
talking about here is a cumulative
total.

Notice what we do is give Federal
managers flexibility and say to them
that in the overall six categories you
have to cut 10 percent of your overhead
spending. You can choose. You might
decide to cut more than 10 percent in
one category, such as travel. You
might decide to cut less in another cat-
egory, such as printing. But overall, in
a cumulative total of the overhead
spending, you must cut 10 percent.

It seems inconceivable to me, Mr.
Chairman, that we cannot say to a
Federal manager, for example, that
you can take 9 trips this year but you
cannot take 10 like you took last year.
As I say, these are common sense cuts
that deserve to be supported.

More than that, Mr. Chairman, we
are overdue to scrutinize overhead
spending within the Government. The
national budget has reached as far as
overhead spending goes almost $300 bil-
lion, and it seems to me that busi-
nesses, private sector businesses often
times cut 10 percent. And we have
talked to a number of them randomly
in the Fortune 500, and if private sector
businesses can cut 10 percent routinely
from overhead costs, then cannot just
once the Federal Government cut that
10 percent as well, and cannot the Fed-
eral Government just once be as effi-
cient as the private sector.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I am happy to
yield to my colleague, the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I simply
would like to indicate that I believe his
amendment is on the right track.

I was part of a task force in the
Democratic Caucus which was chaired
by Congressman BYRON DORGAN, and
we in fact made the recommendation
which had earlier been made by inves-
tigative agencies that we go after these
administrative accounts throughout
the Federal bureaucracy. And our as-
sessment was that we could easily find
about 10 percent to cut in all of these
accounts throughout the departments
and agencies.

And I think the gentleman is correct
to suggest that we could do the same

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

here on Capitol Hill as a way of setting
an example, and I would commend him
for the amendment and indicate my
support. Congressman DORGAN has in-
dicated to me his support for the gen-
tleman’s amendment as well.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I thank my col-
league for his support and appreciate
his comments.

Mr. Chairman, let me continue to say
that this 10-percent overhead cut that I
referred to in my amendment does not
include Members' official expenses or
their franking accounts. In point of
fact, they are exempted by my amend-
ment because the appropriation sub-
committee has already cut these cat-
egories by 19 percent.

Also, committee accounts are frozen,
and the result of their being frozen is a
10 percent cut in overhead costs as
well, and that is why those particular
categories are exempt from my amend-
ment.

The amendment does cover joint and
other legislative branch, other agen-
cies, and as I say, if we cut their over-
head 10 percent cumulatively we will
save the American taxpayers $43 mil-
lion.

Once again, Mr. Chairman, these are
common sense cuts. They are practical,
they are realistic, and they provide us
with opportunities to reduce Govern-
ment overhead costs.

I would like to again thank- Members
for the support that I have received on
this idea of offering this amendment. A
resolution cutting overhead costs 10
percent was introduced last year. It
has received the support of 68 of my
colleagues. It has bipartisan support,
and I assume this amendment will as
well.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZIO] wish to be
heard on the point of order.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I simply
would say, as I indicated in my opening
remarks, given the fact that it costs 5.7
percent per employee in order to just
keep pace with benefits and longevity
increases and cost-of-living adjust-
ments, and given the fact that we are
not providing anything like that to
that 67 percent of our bill, we will be
eating into the overhead in order to
make it possible for people to be em-
ployed.

Mr. Chairman, most importantly, I
wanted to indicate that I must make a
point of order against the amendment
because it proposes to change existing
law and constitutes legislation in an
appropriation bill, and therefore vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH] desire to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to be heard against the
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized.
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
first of all I would like to say to my
colleague from California that I appre-
ciate the efforts that he has made in
trying to get to his overhead costs, and
I certainly applaud him and appreciate
the work he is doing. My point here is
that with my amendment we can get to
those overhead costs in a direct fash-
ion. We would not have to get it in an
indirect fashion that my colleague just
described, trying to squeeze those over-
head costs, sort of coming in the back
door.

Mr. Chairman, the point of order be-
fore the House raises significant and
important questions regarding House
precedents.

And I ask the Chair’s indulgence and
I ask my friend from California’s indul-
gence so that I may address specifi-
cally those precedents as they apply to
my amendment.

Questions I intend to address are
whether the amendment legislates is-
sues of alleged vagueness, and whether
the reduction is speculative.

First, the amendment before the
House does not legislate.

The amendment conforms to and
rests upon Federal appropriations and
budget law.

It would require officials to assume
no new duties and responsibilities.

A fiction that there might attach
some new duty or responsibility can
only be sustained in the dark, by bar-
ring the mind’'s door against the exist-
ence and operation of these laws.

Then the illusion would seem to be
that the House has before it a one-di-
mensional snapshot of legislative
branch budget.

The legal and practical reality is
that it has a hologram, a three-dimen-
sional body of budgetary law, clear and
certain, known to all those that have a
responsibility and a duty to implement
the 1993 legislative budget.

Included within the body of law
which underpins this legal reality are
numerous decisions of the Comptroller
General including: 35 Comp. Gen. 306,
308 (1955); 28 Comp. Gen. 296, 298 (1948);
26 Comp. Gen. 545, 547 (1947); 23 Comp.
Gen. 547 (1917); B-125935.

This body of law gives legal and bind-
ing status to budget accounts such as
object classes.

They establish the legal framework
within which Federal appropriations
are controlled and implemented.

They are definite.

There is only one budget, one law,
and one set of budget data.

And the data is readily available to
all.

Members may leave this Chamber
and pick up in H-218 of the Capitol a
precise, detailed listing of each ac-
count referenced in the amendment for
each organization within the scope of
this amendment.

The Legislative Appropriations Sub-
committee has published this data in
official House document number 50-979.
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Every legislative branch official re-
sponsible for obligating funds and man-
aging official expenses is or should be
familiar with the object classes cited
in the amendment.

They can quickly identify for anyone
what the balance is in each account.

For it to be otherwise, we would have
to admit to the American public that
legislative branch officials are con-
ducting the people's business wholly
outside Federal appropriations law and
without dutiful oversight of the re-
quirements of the Anti-Deficiency Act
which prohibits the obligation of tax-
payer moneys without an appropria-
tion by the Congress.

Further, each Member in this Cham-
ber gets a monthly statement of his or
her expenditures. The Speaker and
each member of the leadership, the
Parliamentarian and each and every
other office that is responsible for
managing expenditures in these ac-
counts has similar reports.

Those statements directly reference
the object classes identified in my
amendment.

My amendment does nothing to re-
peal or alter the legal structure within
which we in the legislative branch con-
duct our financial business on behalf of
the American people.

Does the amendment require new du-
ties and responsibilities?

No.

The amendment is self executing.

Each financial administrator in the
legislative branch will, upon adoption
of my amendment, know with a quick
glance at the identified accounts, what
reduction he or she is to take.

As noted previously, law has created
a three-dimensional budget that by our
fiscal laws includes clear, uniform ac-
counts including certain object classes.

The 1993 budget numbers in those ac-
counts are definite and knowable,
and—upon enactment of the bill—re-
quire that certain duties and account-
abilities be met.

There is no leeway for discretion in

deciding what amount is available in
any given account.
* My amendment requires: No new
management responsibilities; No new
personnel; No changes in job descrip-
tions; No change in organization policy
and procedure manuals and; No new
oversight functions either by this body
or legislative branch personnel.

Only by assuming that we are not
governed by the appropriation laws
that are imposed on every executive
and judicial branch department, can
this body close its eyes to its respon-
sibility to act on a question of whether
to reduce its own costs.

To sustain the argument that this
amendment legislates, the House must
first deny the existence of fiscal law
and then rule that the amendment be-
fore the House would either change or
add to that body of non-existent law.

Therefore, I would first ask the Chair
to rule that my amendment does not
legislate.
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Second, should the Chair rule that
my amendment is legislation, I submit
that it falls within the protections of
the Holman rule.

Under House precedents, unless an
amendment proposes legislation which
will retrench an expenditure with defi-
nite certainty, it is not in order under
the Holman rule.

House precedents require that the re-
duction must be certain, not specula-
tive.

SEC. 5.2 To come within the purview of the
Holman rule, it must affirmatively appear
that a proposition, if adopted, will retrench
expenditures as a definite result, not as a
probable or possible contingency.

The decision is based on a 1940 ruling.

In that instance, a member offered an
amendment which stated in part ‘“‘that
the provisions of this Act shall not
apply to a sale of bituminous coal for
the exclusive use of the United States
or of any State or Territory of the
United States. * * *»

During debate on a point of order
raised to the offering of the amend-
ment, the sponsor confessed in part:

About 35,000,000 tons of coal will be used,
and it will cost the Federal, State, and city
governments approximately $3,850,000.

On the facts, that precedent is read-
ily differentiated from those concern-
ing the amendment before the House
today.

The sponsor conceded that an exact
amount of the retrenchment was un-
certain.

Elements in the amendment equation
were outside the control of Federal of-
ficials.

It was based on estimates of coal
usage.

In the present amendment, the budg-
et requests are precise and certain, and
upon enactment, binding.

In this 1940 precedent, the Chair di-
rected attention to Cannon’s Procedure
in the House of Representatives which
provides in part:

* * * g retrenchment conjectural or specu-
lative in its application, or requiring further
legislation to effectuate, is not admissible.

The reduction * * * must appear as a cer-
tain and necessary result and not as a prob-
able or possible contingency.

Mr. Chairman, the reduction in my
amendment is not conjectural or specu-
lative.

The accounts and the amounts in
those accounts in the budget before the
House are as a matter of law and legis-
lative branch administrative practice
precise, definite, and allow for no dis-
cretion in being ascertained.

House adoption of my amendment
can have by law and related adminis-
trative practices but one result.

By appropriations law the amend-
ment effectively is self enacting.

No discretion is either called for or
permissible.

Cannon’s Procedure in the House of
Representatives notes further:

It must affirmatively appear upon the face
of the bill that the proposition, if enacted,
will retrench expenditures.
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Cannon’s goes on to elaborate:

A retrenchment of expenditure relied upon
to bring a proposition within the exception
to the rule prohibiting legislation on an ap-
propriation bill must be apparent from its
terms,* * *,

Mr. Chairman, I submit to you and
my colleagues that the terms of my
amendment affirmatively establish
that the proposition, when enacted,
will retrench expenditures.

The term object class and the object
classes for travel and other similar ex-
penditures are terms established in
Federal appropriations law and admin-
istrative practices.

They are uniformly recognized
throughout the legislative branch and
the Federal Government by officials
charged with controlling the obligation
of taxpayer dollars.

As the House acts on the appropria-
tion measure before it, it is bound as a
matter both of common sense and law
to adopt and accept the terms clearly
established and recognized in Federal
appropriations law.

The argument that the terms of my
amendment do not “‘affirmatively’ ap-
pear upon their face to retrench ex-
penditures is to argue that the House is
not to recognize and accept appropria-
tion law terms when acting on spend-
ing measures.

If not these terms and legal require-
ments, then what terms?

An objection has been raised and sus-
tained in the past when it was con-
tended that one could not look at the
bill and the given amendment and tell
whether the amendment would reduce
expenditures.

That is not the case in the present
situation.

It is a mistake of fact and a mistake
in law to assume that the exact figures
in the object classes are ‘‘estimates’,
that they are not certain as a matter
of law.

They unequivocally are certain.

This body has enacted the very laws
that make that the case.

To illustrate, such numbers are read-
ily available in the 1993 legislative
branch budget, which will become bind-
ing upon being signed into law, con-
sider that $4,020,000 is to be appro-
priated for the Joint Economic Com-
mittee.

Spending in object classes 21 through
26 for the Joint Economic Committee
totals $160,000.

And upon adoption, my amendment
reduces that by 10 percent or $16,000.

That is a 0.4-percent reduction.

For every appropriation in the legis-
lative branch budget the same certain,
definite dollar amounts are readily
available and are, as a matter of law,
incorporated into the bill we will
enact.

It may interest the Members to know
that the overall reduction for the
House is 2 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that my amend-
ment be ruled in order,



16110

0 1820

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAzio] wish to be
heard further on the point of order?

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, may I be
heard briefly to further reiterate my
request for a point of order against the
amendment on the grounds that it vio-
lates clause 2 of rule XXI.

The President’s budget does provide
backup material to some accounts in
this bill, breaking down the budget re-
quests by object class categories to
help us come up with a recommenda-
tion. However, the President’s budget
does not include such detail for all ac-
counts in this bill, so the first problem
is there are no official object class
breakdowns for some of the accounts in
this bill.

But more important, even if we had
all of the object class estimates, there
is no direct correlation between the ap-
propriation line items in the bill,
which are broader accounts, and the
budget backup material that is pro-
vided to the committee.

Mr. Chairman, there is simply no
way of correlating the amounts in the
bill back to each and every object class
named in the amendment. No such ob-
ject class dollar amounts are included
in this bill.

Quite simply, the gentleman's
amendment is defective, because there
is no starting point from which to cut.
It is impossible to implement this or to
know how much, if any, would be saved
under this amendment.

I, therefore, submit that it does not
qualify as a retrenchment under the
rule, and I would be greatly relieved if
the Chair would rule at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH] wish to be
heard further?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to respond briefly to my col-
league’s comments.

The first point I would like to make,
and to reply to the comments of my
friend, the gentleman from California,
that the categories that the amend-
ment references are incorporated into
the act by law and are, frankly, all
known to every single individual who
administers it. No additional research
is necessary.

My colleague from California won-
dered whether I would be able to come
up with the exact figures the cuts
would entail. I will be happy to share
these figures with him in as much de-
tail as he would like. For example,
under the legislative appropriations
title I, the House of Representatives,
we exempted the official expenses of
the mail and the committees; the cuts
would amount to $3,253,000, or a 4-per-
cent cut. Under joint items, for exam-
ple, a 10-percent cut would amount to
$21,725,000, or a 6-percent cut. Under
other agencies, the total cuts would be
$18,916,000, or 3 percent, and the total
under title I of legislative appropria-
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tions would be $43,894,000, or an overall
cut of 2 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAZIO]) wish to be
heard further under the point of order?

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would be
happy if the Chair would just simply
rule, if he would.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH] wish to be
heard further?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. No, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. DONNELLY). The
Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from California
makes a point of order that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas violates clause 2 of rule XXI by
legislating on a general appropriation
bill.

The Chair is guided by the precedent
of May 17, 1951. That ruling is recorded
in ““Deschler’s Precedents’” at volume
8, chapter 26, section 506:

“An amendment to an appropriation bill
providing for percentage reduction in ac-
counts carried in the bill to be computed by
applying percentages to the corresponding
estimates in the President’s budget was held
to be legislation and not in order under the
Holman rule inasmuch as no reduction was
shown on its face, and any reduction there-
under would be speculative.”

The Chair noticed that in the gentle-
man’s response to the point of order he
did not make mention of that May 17,
1951, precedent.

So, based on that precedent,
point of order is sustained.
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The CHATRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 9. For what
purpose does the gentleman from Kan-
sas rise?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROBERTS

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROBERTS:

Page 36, after line 5, insert the following
new section:

SEC. 312. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used for any expense of
a legislative service organization.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS]
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Faz10], who is in opposition, will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by myself and Mr.
WALSH of New York.

First, let me disabuse Members as to
what we are trying to accomplish. This
is not an attempt to do away with,
eliminate or perjure the intent of legis-
lative service organization or caucuses.

the
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It is what I would call, a reform ef-
fort to prevent yet another House scan-
dal or at the very least practices and
relationships that should not continue.

The time has come to make, to force
the House to face a difficult decision,
one we have avoided in the past and
one that is crying out to be addressed.
As I stated before the Rules Committee
yesterday, I feel this problem is an ac-
cident waiting to happen and if we fail
to address it, we should be charged
with leaving the scene of an accident.

And, like s0 many business as usual
practices around here, I know it is dif-
ficult to step back and take action you
may not think warrented or action
that would be contrary to your per-
sonal interest. And, I Kknow many
worry about what lurks behind the
banner of reform and the law of unin-
tended effects or for that matter the
intent of amendments like this one.

Again, we are not trying to outlaw
LSO’s, some 92 congressional member
organizations exist in the Congress
today without using taxpayer funds
and comingling staff and activities
with special interest institutes.

What are LSO’s?

Legislative service organizations are
voluntary groups in which members
may join. What makes them unique is
their ability to pool members’ official
funds—official expense allowance and
clerk hire moneys—to hire staff, ac-
quire Hill office space and conduct full-
time legislative operations. They form
themselves into a special interest com-
mittee on Capitol Hill. They are not
unique to one party and one political
sector.

This ability to gather and use official
funds makes them unique compared to
other informal congressional caucuses
and organizations.

LSO’s support and serve a legislative
purpose for Members. Many provide re-
search, information and other support
activities for their members. Many do
their mission well and this amendment
is not meant accuse them all of inap-
propriate activities.

RULES AND REGULATIONS

LSO’s and the ability of the House
Administration Committee to regulate
them has long been a major concern.
Since instituting reforms in 1982—
brought on by detailed reports by the
Better Government Association regard-
ing congressional caucuses being awash
with corporate funds—the House Ad-
ministration Committee has struggled
to apply vague regulations and rules
for legislative service organizations. It
was thought in 1982 the only way to
clean up the House's past indiscretions
was to create a system totally depend-
ent on taxpayer funds for these cau-
cuses. However, the result has been the
opposite.

The 1982 regulations attempted to
end the infusion and intermingling of
private, special interest moneys into
congressional caucuses. The true result
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was the creation of private funded in-
stitutes closely related to these cau-
cuses and ountside the scope of many
House rules and regulations—simple
rules that currently apply to every
Member and committee office.

In realizing the errors that had been
made with establishing these organiza-
tions, the House Administration Com-
mittee quickly imposed ceiling the
number of organizations that could be
allowed LSO status. Today that artifi-
cial limit remains at 30—with dozens of
the other official caucuses petitioning
the committee to be granted LSO sta-
tus. The committee has continually ar-
gued that once reforms of current LSO
rules have taken place, these dozens of
organizations petitioning for LSO sta-
tus would be considered.

Over that last 10 years, the House Ad-
ministration Committee has created
four bipartisan task forces to review
the practices of LSO's. Three task
forces came back to the committee
with a series of recommendations that
have gone without implementations
and the violations they have found
have simply gone unaddressed.

I served on two of these task forces
and a task force has been created in
the 102d Congress that is chaired by
Mr. GEJDENSON and Mr. WALSH is rep-
resenting the Republicans.

SOME OF THE PROBLEMS

In summary, these are some of the
abuses that have occurred and will con-
tinue to occur until the House acts;

First, the accountability of spending
by LSO’s is severely lacking. This al-
lows LSO’s to spend taxpayer funds for
items forbidden in Members' and com-
mittee offices. In addition, these LSO's
are not required to be audited.

Second, the creation of LiSO's in 1982

lead to the creation of several pri-

vately funded, affiliated foundations.
This relationship has lead to a com-
mingling of private and public funds.

Third, staff between LSO's and pri-
vate institutes are commonly shared.
This allows private, corporate interests
to fund an inside individual or contact
to obtain inside-the-Hill information.

Fourth, House rules do not cover
LSO's regarding nepotism, dual em-
ployment by staff between LSO's and
private foundations—and even PAC’'s.
This has lead to flagrant abuses that
would not be allowed in Members' or
committee offices.

Fifth, LiSO’s are able to overcharge
Members' official expense allowance
and clerk hire to create huge surpluses.

Sixth, LSO's are duplicative of the
current committee structure. They use
the limited resources, funding, and
space that could be used by Member
and committee staff.

PAST EFFORTS FOR REFORM

For years, I have been one of those
advocating the simple extension of
House rules to bring these organiza-
tions under the complete rules of the
House. Now, after working on this issue
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for 8 years, I feel the time has come for
a final solution. This has gone on for
too long and now it is too late to sepa-
rate the good from the bad.

Simply, 1 feel the issues regarding
LSO's have grown beyond control. For
that reason, I have coauthored this
amendment. In fact, my colleagues
should all be aware, that should these
organizations wish to continue, should
this amendment pass, nothing would
forbid these organizations from being
operated out of a Member's office or
transferred to a private institute or or-
ganization off the Hill.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I am
happy to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDEN-
SON], a member of the Committee on
House Administration.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, this
is simply a bad amendment. It is an
amendment that would force us to du-
plicate the efforts that Members can
achieve collectively individually. So if
your State is interested in a transition
of northern industrial States, those of
us who are members of the Northeast-
Midwest Coalition, you cannot do that
work together anymore. You have got
to hire 435 of these staff people.

If you think energy is an important
issue and ought to be part of the future
of this country, you cannot work to-
gether on energy. You have to do it in-
dividually, hiring all your staff individ-
ually and duplicating these efforts.

It seems to me that this is simply a
bad idea. It ignores the work that we
are doing in the House Administration
Committee. We have proposals that
will work their way to the floor short-
ly, I believe, that will deal with ac-
counting of GAO reviews, the GAO by
the way that they wanted to do away
with a little while ago, another organi-
zation that saves us money.

It seems to me mind-boggling that
people come to the floor with proposals
that would actually drive up the cost
of doing business and complicate the
efforts of Members trying to achieve
legislative goals. In the crisis of energy
that we are in today, it would be a dis-
aster to do away with this. There are
reasonable things to do. This is not a
reasonable action.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH], the coauthor of the
amendment.

Mr., WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my distinguished colleague, the gen-
tleman from Kansas, for his leadership
on this issue.

I, too, am a member of the Commit-
tee on House Administration and have
been for the past 3 years. I do not have
the depth or breadth of experience that
my colleague, the gentleman from
Kansas does, but I have been at this
issue now for some time.

It seems to me that it needs atten-
tion and it needs the attention of this
House now. It has dragged on far too
long.
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Over the last several years many
Members have come to the Committee
on House Administration and to the
legislative appropriations asking for
increases in their clerk hire accounts,
the ability to pay their staffs a proper
wage and to provide the constituent
services that they need to provide.
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One of the reasons that they cite in
needing more money is that they need
more money to be members of legisla-
tive services organizations. Why would
they need that? Because businesses and
other organizations back home are put-
ting pressure on them to join these or-
ganizations.

The implication is if you do not join
them, you are not protecting that in-
dustry, you are not protecting your
own constituency, not protecting your
own turf.

So there is pressure there. Tax-
payers’ money is being used for these
special-interest caucuses. Make no
mistake about it, these are special in-
terests; outside interests are setting
the agenda to aid these industries.

There is nothing wrong with industry
taking an interest in what is happening
legislatively, but the fact is that we
are using taxpayers’ money commin-
gled with private industry money to
set agendas that benefit these busi-
nesses.

Using taxpayer funds to further the
interests of these groups is a conflict of
interest. Caucuses are allowed to do
things that Members of Congress are
not allowed to do.

We are forbidden by our ethics laws;
for example, spouses of Members may
be hired by legislative service organi-
zations through ' these commingled
funds. We cannot do that, and we
should not. We should not be able to
hire our family members to work on
congressional payrolls. It is a conflict
of interest.

Also, gifts are purchased, meals,
travel, promoting these interests, they
are all allowed under these rules that
have been established to allow for leg-
islative service organizations.

There is a gentleman who, as many
of you know is no longer here, our
former colleague, the gentleman from
Minnesota, Mr. Frenzel, who termed
this ‘“‘gaming the system.” That is
what we are doing, gaming the system,
getting around the rules.

Caucuses have grown like crazy over
the last 20 years. They place huge de-
mands on our clerk hire funds, on our
staffs, on our time and on space in
these buildings. We are all working in
cramped space, at least the junior
Members are. We need additional
space. This would free up space.

All of our great civil rights laws, our
impoundment laws, tax laws have been
passed without the aid of legislative
service organizations. They are a rel-
atively new occurrence in the great
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history of this Nation. For 200 years we
have survived without LSO's. Now we
have 30 of them over the past 10 years.

We do not need them.

In the past 10 years there have been
four task forces implemented studying
LS0O's. Yet not one single recommenda-
tion from these task forces has been
implemented.

As Members, we have other ways of
getting this specialized information.
The Dow Jones Report, the Hoover In-
stitute, the Council of Governments,
the Brookings Foundation, Heritage
Foundation, all of these organizations
provide us with the information we
need.

Our Government, my colleagues, is
simply too big. We had a $400 billion
deficit last year; we will have a larger
deficit this year.

This is one way, one small way that
we can scale back the size of Govern-
ment. We have had a committee struc-
ture that served this Nation well for
200 years. Now we are overlaying more
committees on it.

People say, “Why don't you go after
the select committees?’ Maybe we
should. But you are never going to
start to scale down the committee
structure until you get at the super-
structure of nonofficial legislative or-
ganizations such as LSO’s.

We do not need another layer of bu-
reaucracy.

Americans are urging us to change
the way we do business, to change and
retrench and downsize Government.
This is a painless way to scale down on
the size of our huge congressional
budget. This is an opportunity to vote
for change, not to vote for change for
change’s sake but for reform.

Does this save money? By its very
nature, no, it does not. It gives us one
less place to spend taxpayers’' money,
however.

Many people might consider that a
benefit.

If you are for change, if you are for
reform, if you are for smaller Govern-
ment, I would urge you to support the
Roberts-Walsh amendment. Join us and
vote to end the use of taxpayers’
money to fund special-interest cau-
cuses.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to take a short amount
of time to respond to the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON] who
spoke in behalf of the Environmental
and Energy Study Conference, which I
understand is an LSO. In 1985 we had
something started called Environ-
mental and Energy Study Institute.
So, in fact, the caucus is hooked up in
a relationship with that institute. Four
Senators serve on its board. Its annual
budget is about $1.5 million, and comes
mostly from foundations.

If you look at the spreadsheet with
regard to the expenses, you have
shared staff with the caucus and with
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the institute. It is that relationship
where there is a potential problem.

There are some transportation costs
here that would have to be vouchered
to the House Administration Commit-
tee if you were a Member office or if
you were a committee staffer. It is that
kind of procedure that I think we
should establish also for the caucus.

I am not trying to perjure the energy
caucus; I am not trying to perjure the
Energy Study Institute. Doubtlessly
they do valuable research and briefings
for Members and staff. But with $1.5
million, why do we have to use clerk
hire? Why do we have to use official ex-
penses and have shared staff? We could
do it without this.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WEISS].

Mr. WEISS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time.

Mr. Chairman, I must rise to state
my strong opposition to the amend-
ment to prohibit the use of official
funds for legislative service organiza-
tions.

The intent is clear—to eliminate leg-
islative service organizations and a
Member’s right to belong to them.
Frankly, I am perplexed by the motiva-
tion behind this amendment. Caucuses
provide bona fide legislative services
which assist Members in serving con-
stituents, in gaining specific and useful
information on issues, and in being
able to share common interests and
purposes with other Members.

For instance, the arts caucus—of
which I am chair—monitors every type
of cultural legislation and reports to
its Members weekly on issues ranging
from copyright to appropriations to
trade issues to technological innova-
tions in cultural industries.

Furthermore, it is particularly ironic
that these amendments are being of-
fered immediately following the open-
ing ceremony of the Congressional
High School Art Exhibition. This activ-
ity, which brought to the Capitol
young student artists, and their fami-
lies from all over the country and gar-
nered the support and participation of
256 House offices from every region and
both parties, is the finest example of
the activity which an informal legisla-
tive caucus can promote.

For those of us who utilize the cau-
cuses to serve our constituents and see
the hard work that can make a con-
gressional high school art competition
possible and that can monitor cultural
legislation so effectively, I ask that my
colleagues vote against these amend-
ments and to do so resoundingly.

Mr. Chairman, I must say that with
all of the red-herrings about spouses, I
know of two spouses in the caucuses.
The one case where the male Member’s
spouse happens not to be a member of
the arts caucus, deliberately from the
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very beginning, so there is no conflict.
Second, one of the spouses had the job
before the marriage took place. So this
is just a lot of hogwash and distortion.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oklahoma  [Mr.
McCURDY].

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

This amendment would prohibit the use of
Members® clerk hire and official expense ac-
counts to fund legislative service organiza-
tions. This amendment does nothing to reduce
spending by this institution. On the contrary, it
would forbid the efficiencies inherent in pool-
ing resources to meet our legislative needs.

Legislative service organizations allow Mem-
bers access to analysis and information in
areas in which they and their constituencies
share common interests. In many cases these
organizations help us break through partisan-
ship and work together to find common
ground.

This amendment would further limit the abil-
ity of this institution to provide an